ABSTRACT
Disruptive Innovation in the Church:
Lead Pastors’ Qualities that Change the World
by
Jon N. Ferguson
In a world marked by constant innovation, the church must continually change as
she faithfully carries out her God-given mission. Churches that refuse to do so will
transition from relevance, to comfortable inward focus, to desperate survival mode, to
ultimate death. The Lead Pastor must courageously and wisely lead healthy processes of
innovation that are driven by the church’s mission and are empowered by the work of the
Holy Spirit.
This research focuses on disruptive innovation, not adaptive change. The
literature review includes the foundational work of Clayton Christensen’s theory of
disruptive innovation, along with the work of others who expound on his work, and it
also includes research on change that is particularly relevant to the Church.
The purpose of the research was to identify the qualities within the Lead Pastor
that correlate with disruptive innovation within local multi-staff churches in the MCCI
(Missional Church Consultation Initiative). To qualify for the study, MCCI churches
were required to have led change that brought about growth of at least twenty percent in
three years or less in a specific area (defined by the Pastor and verified by the MCCI
Director). Five MCCI pastors were selected for deeper study (Lead Pastor Interview and
Key Staff/Ministry Leader Focus Group).
The research revealed the following findings:

1. Team leadership is central to leading effective disruptive innovation
2. Effective communication with the congregation and the leadership teams
3. Importance of a belief in divine action, combined with human action
4. A balanced approach to risk management
5. The importance of mid-sized changes
6. The diversity of answers implies the need for a balanced leadership approach
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CHAPTER 1
Overview of the Chapter
Chapter One provides the framework for identifying the qualities of the Lead
Pastor that correlate with disruptive innovation within local multi-staff churches in the
MCCI (Missional Church Consultation Initiative). The researcher provides a rationale for
the project evolving from personal experience in a local church that needed disruptive
change in order to survive. The rationale is also supported by research. Included in the
overview of the research project are the research design, purpose statement, research
questions, participants, and how results are collected and analyzed. The project type is
supported by the major themes of the literature review and relevant contextual factors.
Finally, discussion of the anticipated project results demonstrates the importance of this
research and its relevance on the practice of ministry in the local church and consultation
initiatives.
Personal Introduction
I was appointed as Lead Pastor of Stillwater United Methodist Church in Dayton,
Ohio in July of 2012. I had previously served as Executive Teaching Pastor of a large
church whose Lead Pastor served part-time and gave me full oversight of operations and
staff. Our metrics were growing and we had developed a succession plan where I would
become the Lead Pastor in the next few years.
It was Friday night at 9:36 p.m. My wife and I had just finished painting the last
piece of trim in our newly remodeled kitchen when my phone rang, and I groaned loudly
when I saw my District Superintendent’s picture on the screen. I soon learned that we
were moving to Stillwater, a church that I knew from its previous years as one of the
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fastest growing churches in the Conference. Stillwater had fallen on tough times during
the final seven years of my predecessor’s seventeen years of service. My District
Superintendent assured me that the salary decrease between my predecessor and me
would help balance the budget.
Stillwater’s budget was a little over half the level of the church that I had been
serving but still had many assets for ministry. Stillwater had completed three building
projects and planted two extension campuses in less than fifteen years. While much of its
growth was transfer growth from other local churches, a pioneering spirit of doing
ministry in creative ways and adding value to the local community existed.
I knew that God was calling me to Stillwater despite my lack of desire to move.
Two Board members soon met with me to share about Stillwater’s challenges. They were
respectful of my predecessor, but they said several things that led me to believe that the
problem was much deeper than the District realized. I requested ten years of history data
in several key categories which they provided.
I will never forget the day that I opened that spreadsheet. I immediately felt my
pulse spike and a tingling sensation shot through my arms. I thought the primary
challenge was going to be following a long-term, beloved pastor. Instead, I learned that
Stillwater would be bankrupt within eighteen months, assuming that no givers left during
the transition. I was struck with fear and sadness for a church that had slipped so badly in
less than a decade.
I kept these details to myself as I met with key staff and the Board, asking many
questions. The Board was fearful but thankful that I wanted to explore these issues with
them. The six full-time staff members were defensive and anxious about losing their jobs.
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Since the payroll was 70 percent of the budget, this was a valid fear. I also learned that
Stillwater had $300,000 of deferred facility maintenance on the primary campus (there
were three campuses). The two largest campuses were running significant deficits. One of
the extension campuses was losing over $1000 each week and also had significant
deferred maintenance issues. Denominational apportionments were unpaid for several
years. My prayer life began to grow exponentially!
Stillwater had been the victim of a failed experiment in disruptive innovation at
the District level: the former Lead Pastor had been so successful that he was appointed to
District Superintendent while simultaneously remaining Lead Pastor of Stillwater. The
staff would take larger leadership roles in daily operations. If this model were successful,
it could reshape the role of District Superintendent throughout the denomination.
The idea was an intriguing theory, but it failed to address the obvious problem:
few people can do two full-time jobs effectively, regardless of the support underneath
them. Furthermore, few churches have adequate staffing to support a dual-fulltime career
Lead Pastor. Stillwater’s staff had not been hired for this massive task, and they lacked
the skills to do so.
After several years of decline, a new District Superintendent was appointed and
the Lead Pastor was able to devote his full-time energy to repairing Stillwater’s problems.
Disruptive change was demanded by the metrics. At least one of the extension campuses
needed to be closed and the staff needed to be restructured which would include painful
layoffs of long-term staff who deeply loved Christ and Stillwater. Thankfully, the Lead
Pastor had the credibility, skills, and support to make the necessary changes.
Nevertheless, he did not make a serious attempt to make the necessary changes. The
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ineffectiveness of staff leadership was so severe that a Board member was appointed to
approve every expense, even the paper for the copier.
Board members challenged the Lead Pastor to lead. Instead, he took a substantial
promotion at another church, telling the story of growth and expansion that had ended
years ago. He is not uncaring, lazy, or weak. He is a highly successful leader who I
highly respect. I had learned many things from him prior to my appointment to Stillwater.
Unfortunately, when times became difficult, he failed to lead and effectively bring
disruptive change.
I forwarded the spreadsheet of dismal metrics to the District Superintendent who
asked, “Are you still in?” I quietly replied, “Yes, as long as you have my back.” He
responded by recommending Stillwater for the Missional Church Consultation Initiative
(MCCI) which would empower us to make some disruptive changes that would
ultimately lead to growth and health.
Countless churches need to make disruptive changes but few do so effectively. At
Stillwater, we made ample missteps and faced painful challenges, yet God moved in our
midst and changed occurred. While I sincerely believe that church change and growth
comes from God, I also believe that the Lead Pastor is responsible to help create the
environment which is most conducive to this change. Consequently, I am very passionate
in better understanding the qualities within the Lead Pastor that correlate with disruptive
innovation.
Statement of the Problem
As living organisms, local churches have life cycles that are reasonably
predictable. Metrics and health do not increase indefinitely. However, innovations can be
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made to set the stage for the next powerful move of the Holy Spirit, which can relaunch
that local church into a new lifecycle of health and growth. Clearly, human effort alone
cannot bring about the miracle of new life in a church. Without human effort, God
bringing about new life is less likely.
Unfortunately, change is hard. Change is rarely well-received even when
desperately needed. When disruptive innovation is needed in a local church, it often
requires a Herculean effort on the part of the Lead Pastor to guide the church’s leadership
to make these changes. Herein lies the problem. The Lead Pastor may be unable to lead
disruptive innovation for many reasons, and many qualities exist within the Lead Pastor
that will either increase or decrease her/his ability to lead these difficult changes. To
address this concern, church leaders must understand the qualities that will correlate with
positive disruptive innovation.
Purpose of the Project
The purpose of the research was to identify the qualities within the Lead Pastor
that correlate with disruptive innovation within local multi-staff churches in the MCCI
(Missional Church Consultation Initiative).
Research Questions
Based on the problem detailed in the aforementioned section, the following research
questions support the purpose statement:
Research Question #1
What are the attitudes of the Lead Pastor that positively impact the disruptive
innovation within the church?
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Research Question #2
What are the behaviors of the Lead Pastor that positively impact the disruptive
innovation within the church?
Research Question #3
What characteristics (behaviors and attitudes) of a Lead Pastor lead to successful
disruptive innovation within the church?
Rationale for the Project
The first reason this study matters is because the Church needs to have a healthy
theology of transformation in relation to the lifecycles of the Church. The church is
empowered by the resurrected Christ who calls people to turn from their sinful ways and
be transformed by his power and guidance. This study is based on Jesus’ call of Saul in
Acts 9.1-19. Saul was a devout Pharisee who was committed to the destruction of the
new Christian church which he considered to be heretical. He had been fully devoted to
his cause, but in his dedication, he had missed the risen Christ. On the road to Damascus,
he encountered the transforming power of God that literally knocked him on his
backside! Saul learned that Jesus can bring change in whatever miraculous way he wants
to bring it. However, Saul’s transformation was just beginning when he met Jesus on the
road to Damascus; Jesus also called Ananias and gave him specific tasks in the
transformation. Likewise, Jesus calls courageous Lead Pastors to personally engage in the
transformative acts that he is doing in local churches.
The second reason this study matters is because formally vibrant local churches
often face decline and ultimately die unless bold, successful disruptive innovation takes
place. No reasonable church wishes to struggle and die, thus serious study must be done
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of Lead Pastors who lead their teams to bring about effective disruptive innovations. The
study of the characteristics exhibited by these Lead Pastors could be helpful to the
process of bringing new life in other churches that need similar leadership.
The third reason this study matters is because many local churches are starving
for effective Lead Pastors. In many circles, a large pool of mediocre Lead Pastors exists
who lead passively, giving little effort to bring disruptive innovation and growth. While
few would self-identify with this description, statistics would argue otherwise. A much
smaller pool of Lead Pastors exists who have brought disruptive innovation that provides
positive quantifiable results and even fewer who do so in multi-staff environments. When
qualities within the Lead Pastor which correlate with disruptive innovation are discovered
and the findings are communicated, other Lead Pastors are empowered to cultivate the
same qualities within themselves. This process will shrink the pool of mediocrity and
grow the pool of effective Lead Pastors.
The fourth reason this study matters is because coaching and consultation play a
significant role in the life of the church. Even the most effective Lead Pastors and their
teams need outside help during difficult seasons, and a coach or consultant can provide
the outside wisdom needed to help a church that is struggling to find its next cycle of
fruitful life. Thus, the study provides coaches and consultants with helpful data to use in
their development of high-caliber Lead Pastors who are equipped to bring about effective
disruptive change.
Definition of Key Terms
1. Innovation: the implementation of an idea in the accomplishment of the mission
and work of an organization (Thompson 2).
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2. Adaptive innovation: change that continues the way that something is done,
making slight modifications to bring ongoing improvement in an organization
3. Disruptive innovation: change that stops the way that something is done,
fundamentally interrupting an organization to empower it to make large-scale
improvement.
4. Lead Pastor: the positional and operational leader of the church
5. Multi-staff church: a church that has a full-time pastor and other paid ministry
staff (beyond facility care and administration)
6. MCCI (Missional Church Consultation Initiative): a program developed and
directed by Rev. Sue Nilson Kibbey of the West Ohio Conference of the United
Methodist Church. This program provides strategic planning and leadership
development for churches who are seeking to find their next phase of new life and
growth (Nilson Kibbey)
7. Successful disruptive innovation within a church: change that results in a specific
metric of ministry growing by at least 20 percent during a period of three years or
less
Delimitations
The researcher chose to work with ordained Elders or licensed Local Pastors in
the United Methodist Church serving as Lead Pastors of multi-staff churches who are at
least one year through the MCCI process. These churches may have completed the MCCI
process, and they may be from any Annual Conference in which the MCCI operates.
These Elders or licensed Local Pastors have led a specific disruptive innovation
that resulted in measurable growth in a specific area of ministry. The required growth rate
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was a minimum 20 percent increase in that specific area of ministry over a period of three
years or less. The disruptive change was started by March 1, 2013. The MCCI Director,
Rev. Sue Nilson Kibbey, sent the questionnaire to all qualifying Lead Pastors. The
researcher received the data anonymously and selected five of them for interviews and a
focus group study.
Review of Relevant Literature
In this section, relevant literature is explored that will be useful in identifying and
understanding the qualities within the Lead Pastor that correlate with disruptive
innovation within local multi-staff churches in the MCCI. Disruptive innovation theory
has been studied and applied in both business and the church context. Clayton
Christensen, Professor of Business Administration at the Harvard Business School, is the
foundational author on this topic. His works are cited in many of the other literature
reviewed in this study. Christensen explains the importance of change that goes beyond
the typical adaptations that organizations make in order to survive in changing markets
and environments. Disruptive innovation brings fundamental change in the way an
organization operates in order to empower the organization to reach a new market or lifecycle.
Biblical foundations relevant to Saul’s conversion in Acts 9.1-19 are explored,
with primary emphasis on and Larkin. Additionally, theological foundations are explored
that discuss Jesus’ disruption of sin which leads to conversion: within individuals,
communities, and society as a whole. Jesus’ disruptive invasion of this sinful planet
would permanently change the way the planet operates as Jesus came to establish the
foundation of the kingdom of God on earth. The permanent impact of Jesus’ ministry was
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determined by the massive disruption that was made by the incarnation. The size of the
impact typically is directly related to the size of the disruption. Primary emphasis is given
to Oden and the Wesleyan understanding of the disruptive change of Christian
conversion.
Innovation theory is explored from several angles outside of the church. LaMorte
explores Everett Rogers’ classic diffusion of innovation theory which explains how
innovation spreads through healthy organizations and society as a whole. Christensen
builds on this through his discussion of Sigmoid curves and how they explain the
lifecycles that all innovations face (Christensen, The Innovator’s Challenge 10). Kanter
explains the implementation of innovation from the negative angle by establishing rules
for stifling innovation, and she also describes the positive purposes behind disruptive
innovation. Innovation should never be pursued simply for the sake of change alone.
Sinek explains the essential relationship between the “why” and the “how” of
leading innovation. Both types of leaders are essential, and the Lead Pastor must clearly
champion the “why” of innovation. Bass’ two offer a model of transformational
leadership that offers core qualities of effective leaders who bring disruptive change.
Leonard and Swap discuss the importance of diversity in teams that bring innovation.
Zscheile applies Christensen’s theories to the local church and demonstrates how
innovation is faithful to the long-term role and practices of the church. He also discusses
the role of the Lead Pastor to bring disruptive innovation to the church. Goldsmith offers
core characteristics of successful leaders and how those characteristics relate to
innovation. Kuhnert focuses specifically on how leaders who bring innovation must
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effectively delegate to others, and he describes major attributes of leaders who do this
effectively.
Research Methodology
The MCCI Director, Sue Nilson Kibbey, created a list of multi-staff MCCI
churches and their respective Lead Pastors who lead effective disruptive innovation
(growing a specific metric of ministry by at least 20 percent during a period of three years
or less). These disruptive innovations were completed no less than three years prior to the
study (thus the time of innovation began by March 2013 because the maximum period for
20 percent growth was three years). No minimum period was established, so the
innovations may have begun more recently. The researcher was intentional to avoid
defining what areas of ministry might qualify so that the data would not trend toward
specific types of pastors who excelled in specific areas (for example, only studying those
whose worship attendance grew by the defined amount). Consequently, the Lead Pastors
defined the metric of growth and the researcher confirmed that the metric had been
properly applied.
Having established the largest possible test group, an anonymous questionnaire
created by the researcher was sent by Nicole Downing (the researcher’s Administrative
Assistant) that collected initial data from the churches in ways that were general enough
to conceal their identity. This questionnaire collected information that addressed all three
research questions. The researcher then reviewed these completed questionnaires and
selected five churches for deeper study. The researcher interviewed the Lead Pastors of
these five churches, asking questions relative to all three research questions. Additionally,
the Lead Pastor created a focus group of individuals (not including the Lead Pastor) who
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were actively involved in the successful disruptive innovation and/or held high-level staff
or lay leadership positions within the church during the time of innovation. The
researcher interviewed this focus group, asking questions relative to all three research
questions.
The questionnaire, interview, and focus group all searched for three specific types
of qualities within the Lead Pastor that correlate with disruptive innovation:
1. Attitudes
2. Behaviors/Practices
3. Leadership Characteristics
Type of Research
This was a pre-intervention research project that studied the qualities within the
Lead Pastor that correlate with disruptive innovation. The research was grounded in the
social world of church experience and attempted to make sense of the actual experiences
of the MCCI churches that were studied. The five characteristics of qualitative research
demonstrate why qualitative research is the appropriate approach for this study:
1. The goal of eliciting understanding and meaning
2. The researcher as primary instrument of data collection and analysis
3. The use of fieldwork
4. An inductive orientation to analysis
5. Findings that are richly descriptive (Sensing 57).
This project was a mixed-method research project that utilized both qualitative
and quantitative measurements to study the qualities within the Lead Pastor that correlate
with disruptive innovation. Qualitative data was collected at each church using the Lead
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Pastor Core Characteristics Interview (Appendix C) and the Lead Pastor Core
Characteristics Key Staff/Ministry Leaders Focus Group (Appendix D). These
instruments surveyed Lead Pastors, church staff, and key ministry leaders in the area(s)
where disruptive innovation was implemented. Both qualitative and quantitative data was
collected from the Leading Change Questionnaire (Appendix A). The combination of
qualitative and quantitative data was essential to understand both the intangible and
numerical impacts of the disruptive innovation.
This study was a pre-intervention study because the researcher sought to discover
1. The attitudes of Lead Pastors that positively impact disruptive innovations
within their churches
2. The behaviors of Lead Pastors that positively impact disruptive innovations
within their churches
3. The characteristics (both behaviors and attitudes) of Lead Pastors that lead to
successful disruptive innovation within the church
These discoveries empowered the researcher to understand the Lead Pastor’s role in
disruptive innovation and to identify these characteristics for Lead Pastors who wish to
lead disruptive innovation in their churches.
Participants
For all research questions, the researcher utilized both a questionnaire and an
interview of Lead Pastors of MCCI churches who successfully led disruptive innovation
within their churches. The researcher also utilized both a questionnaire and a focus group
of other leaders (staff and lay) who were involved with the disruptive innovation. The
Lead Pastor was not privy to the data collected by these instruments so that the leaders

Ferguson 14

would share with as much candor and honesty as possible. The leaders were directly
involved in their church’s disruptive innovation, experiencing the innovation from a very
different angle than that of the Lead Pastor. This experience qualified them to provide
feedback that the Lead Pastor him/herself may not have been able to provide.
Instrumentation
Three instruments were used at each church in this study. First, the Leading
Change Questionnaire (Appendix A) addressed all three Research Questions by providing
the basic data that demonstrated why the church was selected for this study and by
providing background for the disruptive innovation itself. Second, the Lead Pastor Core
Characteristics Interview addressed all three research questions by providing data from
the Lead Pastor her/himself. Third, the Lead Pastor Core Characteristics Key
Staff/Ministry Leaders Focus Group addressed all three research questions by providing
data about the Lead Pastor from the viewpoint of leaders within the area(s) where
disruptive innovation was successfully accomplished.
RQ1-3—Leading Change Questionnaire. This questionnaire reported the nature
and specifics of the disruptive innovation that lead to growth. The questionnaire produced
both quantitative and qualitative data and included demographic data (how long has the
surveyed person been: at the church, in their role, following Christ as well as their
gender, age, and experience level in ministry). The questionnaire was sent to the Lead
Pastors of all qualifying MCCI churches.
For the five selected churches, this questionnaire was also distributed to other key
leaders (as defined by the Lead Pastor) within the ministry area where the disruptive
innovation took place. These leaders also participated in the Focus Group.
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RQ 1-3—Lead Pastor Core Characteristics Interview. The researcher
interviewed the Lead Pastor to obtain qualitative data regarding her/his perceptions of the
attitudes and behaviors within her/him that positively impacted the disruptive innovation.
RQ 1-3—Lead Pastor Core Characteristics Key Staff/Ministry Leaders
Focus Group. The researcher led a focus group that obtained qualitative data regarding
their perceptions of the attitudes and behaviors within the Lead Pastor that positively
impacted the disruptive innovation. This focus group included select persons from the
following:
•

Board/SPRC (depending on local structure)

•

Staff Team

•

Key leaders within the ministry area where the disruptive innovation took
place

Data Collection
Research was conducted in the fall season of 2019.
RQ1-3—Leading Change Questionnaire was an anonymous online questionnaire
that was sent to the relevant Lead Pastors via email from the Administrative Assistant.
The questionnaire itself was created by the researcher who received the results and
selected the five churches that demonstrated the most compelling examples of effective
disruptive innovation with strong Lead Pastor support.
RQ 1-3—Lead Pastor Core Characteristics Interview was conducted in a videorecorded one-on-one interview between the researcher and the Lead Pastor that took
place via Facebook Messenger video conference. Prior consent was obtained related to
the purpose, duration, video recording, intended use, the volunteer nature of participation,
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and the right to withdraw at any time. The recorded sessions were transcribed to facilitate
review, analysis, and synthesis.
RQ 1-3—Lead Pastor Core Characteristics Key Staff/Ministry Leaders Focus
Group was a video-recorded focus group conducted by the researcher with a group of lay
and staff leaders who were directly involved with the disruptive innovation. These key
leaders were selected by the researcher after he read the completed Questionnaires. The
researcher conducted these interviews in the church. Prior consent was obtained related to
the purpose, duration, video recording, intended use, the volunteer nature of participation,
and the right to withdraw at any time. The recorded sessions were transcribed to facilitate
review, analysis, and synthesis.
Data Analysis
The raw data from the online questionnaires, the video recorded interviews, and
the video recorded groups were compiled into logical categories for evaluation and
synthesis as part of qualitative contextual analysis. The researcher observed and
evaluated words, gestures, and practices to give a “thick description” of the data that was
collected (Sensing 195), including themes, slippage, and silences (197). The data was
divided into themes, categories, and patterns (198) in order to best interpret the data and
communicate the data to others who would benefit from the results.
Generalizability
Another researcher drawing similar conclusions when studying other MCCI
churches that had experienced successful disruptive innovation would be a strong
likelihood. This study was intentionally limited to MCCI churches because those pastors
had been through a comparable coach-ability assessment and monthly training courses
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during their first twelve months in the MCCI. Naturally, the pastors enter the MCCI
program with a wide variety of experience and history in ministry and life, but the MCCI
provided a more “pure” sample group than is typically attainable in church research.
Thus, the comparative value of the data within the study is quite strong.
If non-MCCI churches were studied, the data may have a higher level of variance
because the pastors would lack the common assessment and coaching that this test group
had received. Additionally, all these pastors are from the United Methodist Church,
which provides a more homogenous study group than if they were selected from random
churches. Finally, all the pastors are leading multi-staff churches; thus, these churches are
larger than the average church in America (regardless of its denominational affiliation).
The size of the church implies a higher-than-average level of drive and success by these
leaders which also limits the generalizability of the data to pastors of smaller churches,
churches outside of the UMC, or churches outside the MCCI.
In conclusion, the generalizability of these results would be most applicable to
mid-sized or larger churches who can afford specialized ministry staff. The results are
most applicable to churches where the leadership (lay and pastoral) possesses a desire for
innovation and a willingness to pay the wide variety of “costs” that are incurred when
their church courageously embarks on a new path of disruptive innovation. Finally, these
results are most applicable by churches that are led by pastors who are willing to do the
hard work of bringing disruptive innovation and are relentless in their pursuit of
excellence for the kingdom of God.
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Project Overview
Chapter 2 addresses research topics that focus on disruptive innovation including
biblical and theological evidences, leading authors in innovative practices, and
characteristics of leaders who may support disruptive change within church settings.
Chapter 3 identifies the qualitative and quantitative instrumentation in support of this preintervention exploratory mixed-methods design. Chapter 4 provides the results in
response to the research questions. Chapter 5 highlights the major findings and
conclusions for this study.
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CHAPTER 2
LITERATURE REVIEW FOR THE PROJECT
Overview of the Chapter
The goal of this research was to identify the qualities within the Lead Pastor that
correlate with disruptive innovation within local multi-staff churches in the MCCI.
Identifying these qualities required an in-depth review of the current literature on both
innovation and leadership. Considering the broad nature of these two topics, deeper
attention was given to disruptive innovation and the specific core qualities of leaders who
successfully bring that disruptive innovation to their organizations. The topic of
disruptive innovation was popularized in the early 1990s by Clayton Christensen, a
Harvard Business School professor whose foundational work inspired many other
publications on this topic. Most of these publications have been written from the
corporate standpoint, focusing on innovation that disrupts the current marketplace and
brings change to companies and industries. Fewer publications focus on the application
of disruptive innovation theory to church leadership but several exist and have been
included in this literature review.
Innovation is often a significant problem for churches who tend to resist change
and maintain the status quo despite the obvious costs of doing so (loss of relevance,
attendance, and missional capacity). At best, many churches make adaptive changes to
address obvious problems. Few seek to make courageous, disruptive innovations that
reach new people for Jesus. This literature review sought to apply Christensen’s concept
of disruptive innovation to the church because she is in desperate need of courageous
innovation and reform.
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This review also focused on a biblical and theological understanding of
innovation and several of the ways that God has brought innovation to humanity,
predominately as innovations relates to the problem of human sin and the consequent
need for salvation through Jesus Christ. Disruptive innovation was God’s idea that began
in Genesis and is a foundational theme on which our faith rests. This review did not
address every occurrence of this major biblical theme, but the review addressed
significant biblical examples of disruptive innovation relating to God’s redemption of
humanity from the curse of sin.
Biblical Foundations for Disruptive Innovation
Although the Bible never uses the term “disruptive innovation,” countless
examples exist throughout the biblical narrative of God’s ongoing disruption of the sinful
human condition in order to bring hope, justice, peace with God and others, and salvation
to all who call upon the name of the Lord (Joel 2.32, Acts 2.21, and Rom. 10.13) through
the power of the Holy Spirit and the sacrifice of Jesus Christ. Biblical foundations were
arranged chronologically by the history of the church as told through the narrative of
Scripture. The review concluded with a brief case study of Saul’s conversion from
Judaism and persecution of the church to Christianity and spreading the Gospel.
Old Testament Examples for Disruptive Innovation
Moses: Courageous Disruption Brings Salvation. The need for God’s
redemption was seen in a very tangible form through the enslavement of the Israelites in
Egypt. God chose Moses to bring massive disruptive innovation in Egypt by delivering
God’s command to “let my people go!” (Exod. 5:1 ESV). Moses, a fugitive who had
murdered an abusive Egyptian (Exod. 2.11-15), was a highly reluctant agent of
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innovation who was filled with excuse as to why he could not effectively lead this
courageous and dangerous innovation (Exod. 3-4). God responded to Moses’ lack of faith
by assigning Moses’ brother (Aaron) to speak on Moses’ behalf to Pharaoh (Exod. 4.1016).
Through a challenging sequence of conflicts with Pharaoh and the discouraged
Israelites, Moses called down ten devastating plagues that ultimately caused Pharaoh to
listen to God’s command and free the Israelites (Exod. 4.18-12.41). Pharaoh soon
recognized the magnitude of disruption that this decision would bring the Egyptian
economy. He attempted to reverse his decision which resulted in Moses leading the
people through the miraculously parted Red Sea thus also drowning the pursuing
Egyptians (Exod. 14). Through Moses, God continued to call the Israelites to be set apart
bring salvation to the entire world (Isa. 49:6; Luke 2.32; Acts 13.47). Moses’ reluctant
obedience led to the salvation of the Israelites and ultimately set an example of
courageous leadership for generations of future innovators who overcome personal
struggles and lead with courage.
Joshua: Disruption Defeats Long-Term Disobedience. Joshua followed Moses
as the leader of the Israelites and as another major instrument of God’s disruptive
innovation. Joshua followed a long-term leader who had been highly successful, but areas
of unfaithfulness existed within the Israelites under Moses leadership: namely, their
unwillingness to take the Promised Land (Num. 13-14). Joshua stepped forward in a
scary and uncertain time and followed God’s call to all leaders of disruptive innovation:
“Be strong and courageous” (Josh. 1.6, 9). His courage and faithfulness disrupted Israel’s
former pattern of weakness and disobedience; thus, he successfully led the people
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through the conquest (Josh. 1-13.7) and division of the Promised Land (Josh. 13.8-22.9).
Finally, Joshua challenged the people to remain faithful to their covenant with God (Josh.
23-24). God used Joshua to disrupt forty years of unfaithfulness and courageously lead
the Israelites into the Promised Land. Joshua’s faithfulness set an example of how
disruption can happen in even the most entrenched of systems.
Samuel: Disruption Restores Faithfulness. Later, God called a new disruptive
innovator of Israelite sin and unfaithfulness. His name was Samuel, and he was set apart
even before birth (1 Sam. 1-3). He initially functioned as an ideal judge who modeled
both holiness and courageous disruptive leadership (1 Sam. 7.3-17). Unfortunately, the
Israelites were more concerned about mimicking pagan nations than about obeying God,
so they demanded a king and God told Samuel to appoint Saul as king of Israel (1 Sam.
8-9). Saul was a tragic example of a disobedient leader who was unable to effectively
lead the people and defeat the Philistines who oppressed Israel, and he was ultimately
rejected by God (1 Sam. 15).
In a nation where few people were consistently heading the voice of God, Samuel
brought disruptive innovation by disrupting the sinful status quo with the Word of God
even when it was not popular. He shifted from the role of Judge to the role of prophet
who advised Saul and ultimately prophesied his downfall (1 Sam. 15) and selected David
as his successor (1 Sam. 16). This would open the door for the golden years of Israel’s
history: the reign of David and his son Solomon. While both had major failings (2 Sam.
11-12 and 1 Kings 11), they continued the healthy direction that Samuel had started.
Samuel’s ministry demonstrated that God can use disruptive innovation to restore
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faithfulness to God’s Word and calling, and God specifically calls and equips some
leaders to bring redemption through disruption.
In summary, these Old Testament leaders demonstrate how God used disruptive
innovation to bring salvation, defeat long term disobedience, and restore faithfulness.
God remained faithful while God’s chosen people were often unfaithful. God raised up a
series of leaders who brought disruptive innovation to the sinful condition. While all of
these leaders brought disruption to the influence of the human sinful nature, that
disruption would need to be repeated consistently as human sin continued to demonstrate
the need for salvation through a Savior who would bring much more disruptive
innovation to the human condition than any human leader could ever bring.
New Testament Examples of Disruptive Innovation
The New Testament tells the story of the greatest disruptive innovation in the
history of humankind: the life, death, and resurrection of Jesus Christ. Miraculously,
Jesus was fully Divine and fully human which made Him uniquely qualified to bring the
disruptive innovation of God’s salvation to all who put their faith in Him (Heb. 2.5-18;
John 1:12). This theological foundation of disruptive innovation will be explored later in
this literature review.
Historically, the disruption that Jesus brought was so significant that it would
eventually change the way that historical dates are calculated (breaking time into the
categories of B.C. and A.D.), which was a Copernican revolution in tracking history,
because dates had been calculated based on political rulers (Fabry). Jesus’ life, death, and
resurrection brought disruption to the entire world. God sent Jesus “in the fullness of
time” to disrupt the course of sinful humanity (Gal. 4.4-7). He was born during the Pax
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Romana, a period of relative peace imposed by the Roman Empire. The Romans “did not
impose their religion on conquered lands” so Christianity was generally allowed to
flourish through Roman roads, soldiers, and Paul’s protected status as a Roman citizen
(Jones 41). Paul’s conversion will be studied in greater depth later in this chapter.
The birth of the Christian church brought massive disruption to the Jewish faith as
its leaders had wrongfully crucified the Messiah, and the early Christian leaders boldly
confronted this sin and called for the Jews to follow Jesus (a few of the many examples
are found in Acts 2.14-42, 4.8-22, 5.17-42, and 7.2-59). This disruption led to
confrontation and sometimes persecution of the apostles, which ironically led to the
spread of the church as this action inspired radical growth that led to the disruption of
both the Jewish and Gentile populations in the Roman Empire. Tertullian famously stated
that “the blood of Christians is seed” (Leyerle 26), and this seed was fertilized by the
power of the Holy Spirit. As Joseph proclaimed centuries earlier, “You meant evil against
me, but God meant it for good” (Gen. 50.20).
Case Study of Biblical Disruptive Innovation: The Conversion of Saul
This review has highlighted several of the seemingly innumerable examples of
disruptive innovation in the Bible. One case will be studied in greater depth, the example
of Saul’s conversion in Acts 9.1-19:
But Saul, still breathing threats and murder against the disciples of the Lord, went
to the high priest 2 and asked him for letters to the synagogues at Damascus, so
that if he found any belonging to the Way, men or women, he might bring them
bound to Jerusalem. 3 Now as he went on his way, he approached Damascus, and
suddenly a light from heaven shone around him. 4 And falling to the ground, he
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heard a voice saying to him, “Saul, Saul, why are you persecuting me?” 5 And he
said, “Who are you, Lord?” And he said, “I am Jesus, whom you are persecuting.
6 But rise and enter the city, and you will be told what you are to do.” 7 The men
who were traveling with him stood speechless, hearing the voice but seeing no
one. 8 Saul rose from the ground, and although his eyes were opened, he saw
nothing. So they led him by the hand and brought him into Damascus. 9 And for
three days he was without sight, and neither ate nor drank.
10 Now there was a disciple at Damascus named Ananias. The Lord said to him
in a vision, “Ananias.” And he said, “Here I am, Lord.” 11 And the Lord said to
him, “Rise and go to the street called Straight, and at the house of Judas look for a
man of Tarsus named Saul, for behold, he is praying, 12 and he has seen in a
vision a man named Ananias come in and lay his hands on him so that he might
regain his sight.” 13 But Ananias answered, “Lord, I have heard from many about
this man, how much evil he has done to your saints at Jerusalem. 14 And here he
has authority from the chief priests to bind all who call on your name.” 15 But the
Lord said to him, “Go, for he is a chosen instrument of mine to carry my name
before the Gentiles and kings and the children of Israel. 16 For I will show him
how much he must suffer for the sake of my name.” 17 So Ananias departed and
entered the house. And laying his hands on him he said, “Brother Saul, the Lord
Jesus who appeared to you on the road by which you came has sent me so that
you may regain your sight and be filled with the Holy Spirit.” 18 And
immediately something like scales fell from his eyes, and he regained his sight.
Then he rose and was baptized; 19 and taking food, he was strengthened.
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This account may be the most important event that Luke records in Acts
(Witherington 303) and, therefore, demands detailed study. The Acts 9 account of Saul’s
(Paul’s) conversion is supplemented later in Acts (22 and 26) and is referenced by Paul
himself (Gal. 1.11-16 and 1 Cor. 15.3-8). While there are tensions between Luke's
account and some of the accounts in Paul's epistles (Vielhauer 5-17), Witherington
appropriately validates both accounts by differentiating between the genre of historical
literature (Acts) with the apologetic epistles that give more passing and selective
comments on Paul's conversion account (307-8). While there are some tensions between
the three Lukan accounts, “[a]ll three accounts confirm that Saul had an encounter
including a real communication from Jesus in the context of a bright light which turned
Saul from an anti- to a pro-Christian person” (Witherington 310). Thus, this study
focuses solely on the Acts 9 account of this conversion story as the preferred source.
The Innovator Versus the Resister: Disruption Begins with Overcoming
Resistance. Saul was a model Jew (Phil. 3.1-6) who was fighting against the gospel
message that he viewed as a threat to the Jewish faith since he had not yet believed that
Jesus was God incarnate who died, rose from the dead, and was the true Jewish Messiah.
He was an influential witness at the murder of Stephen, the first Christian martyr (Acts
7.54-59). The Jews had a high level of passion for the Torah and their faith. Sometimes
this led to violent acts even against other Jews who were violating the covenant with God
or who were viewed as apostate (Hengel 63). Thus, a passionate Jewish leader like Saul
realistically would have turned to violence to suppress that which he viewed as heretical
to the Jewish faith.
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Stephen and Saul provide a stark contrast in their responses to the Gospel’s
disruptive innovation into the human existence. While Paul was a disciple of Gamaliel
and Stephen was subordinate to the apostles, “Stephen saw the logic of the situation more
clearly than the apostles, Saul saw it more clearly than Gamaliel” (Bruce 70). For
Stephen, the message of the Gospel was so significant that the Gospel message was more
valuable than life itself, thus he offered his own life to that end.
For Saul, the perceived heresy of the Gospel was so damaging that killing those
who were spreading the Gospel was worthwhile. “Both Stephen and Saul had realized
that the new order and the old were incompatible” (Fernando 259). They were just
arguing on opposite sides of the argument. Stephen argued for the fulfillment of the Law
by Christ, whereas Saul argued for the destruction of the Christian church. “The idea of a
crucified Messiah was an impossibility, according to Saul's thinking. And when Stephen
proclaimed that the temple was no longer necessary, all this was too serious to be
ignored; it had to be stopped” (295). Stephen was arguing for the biggest disruptive
innovation in history, and Saul was working to resist this innovation and maintain the
long-term understanding of the faith.
Resistors of disruption do not always resist because they dislike change itself
(although this frequently happens). Many resist for deeper reasons (beliefs, institutions in
which they hold stake, and traditions that have positively influenced them). Disrupters
must not only face resistance, they must understand the deeper reasons behind the
resistance and address them (or be prepared to confront the massive challenges that will
be raised when deep-seated beliefs and traditions are confronted).
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The Interruption of Innovation: Disruption Interrupts the Status Quo. The
account begins with Saul’s anger (Acts 9.1) which had increased the persecution of the
church in Jerusalem, leading many apostles to depart and preach the Gospel to other
locations. “With Old Testament imagery for anger—snorting through his tended nostrils
(Ps 18:8, 15)—Luke builds on his picture of Saul as a wild beast on the rampage against
the Lord's followers” (Larkin 458). He went to the High Priest to request letters of
introduction, asking for permission and maybe even assistance in persecuting Christians
(459).
Saul’s plans, however, were interrupted by Jesus Himself when he encountered a
light from heaven that stopped him in his tracks (Acts 9.3). Jesus’ use of light was
significant because light affirmed that this was a divine interruption in Saul’s life. “Light
or lightning is a regular feature of theophanies in the Bible…but here we are talking
about a Christophany” (Witherington 316). Jesus confronted him through this light,
telling Saul that he was sinning against God in his attempt to defend the Jewish faith from
the disruption of the Gospel. “Then, as at the burning bush (Exod 3:4), a voice came from
the supernatural sight—heard by all but addressed and intelligible only to Saul…His
misapplied zeal for God had actually placed him in the long line of persecutors of God's
messengers” (Larkin 459).
While Saul’s life was interrupted by an unusual supernatural experience,
disruption always challenges the status quo. Innovators must bring transformational
experiences that lead to change. In the church, these transformational experiences may
involve supernatural spiritual experiences (such as powerful moments in worship or
prayer meetings) or they may seem much more “normal” (such as a proposal to a Board
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for a new ministry). Regardless, the innovator must expect and prepare for such
transformational moments and must leverage them for Kingdom growth.
The Cost of Resistance: Disruption is Often Divisive. Disruptive innovation is
commonly resisted by those who need it most, and they often believe that they are
serving a greater purpose by resisting it. “While Saul was hitting the church, Jesus was
feeling the pain” (Fernando 296). Saul did not initially understand what was happening in
this confrontation: “Lord” could mean “sir,” or it could have had overtones of some deity
that Saul did not understand yet since he could not see, or “Lord” could have been a
reference to Jesus as Lord in the Christian sense. Most likely the second option is best
(overtones of deity without understanding that Jesus was speaking).
The resistor of the Gospel’s disruptive innovation suddenly found himself in the
middle of the most traumatic disruption of his life. “The one who was determinedly
pursuing God's people to bind and destroy them now found himself bound in darkness,
broken and powerless, so much that his companions had to lead him by the hand into
Damascus…The spiritual effects on Saul would last a lifetime” (Larkin 460). In fact, the
spiritual effects would last much longer than Saul’s lifetime; they would affect billions of
people in the centuries to follow as Christ-followers would read and be transformed by
Saul’s conversion and his subsequent epistles.
In order for this disruption to take place, God would interrupt another man’s life
with a terrifying assignment: Ananias was called by God to pray for the man who would
have previously celebrated Ananias’ death. We can assume that Ananias was a Christian
because he knew of the persecution and because he responded like a prophet to the vision
of from God. By faith, Ananias responded in obedience and a miracle of healing occurred
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when Saul was prayed for by the same people he was setting out to kill (Acts 9.10-19).
Saul was blinded for three days until he regained sight, received the Holy Spirit, and was
baptized. “Conversion even in the case of Saul is seen as an event which precipitates a
process, but the process of conversion is not completed till Saul receives sight, Spirit, and
baptism” (Witherington 313-14).
In this case study, the disruption brought short-term pain and long-term gain to
both Saul and Ananias. Both initially thought they were doing the right thing by resisting
God’s direction (Saul in his persecution and Ananias in his caution), yet God’s
redemptive innovation was not thwarted by these predictable acts of resistance against
change. Innovators should expect that disruptions will often not be positively received
when they are first presented, but they must not allow this to thwart the innovation.
Adaptation or Disruption: Disruption Brings Transformation. Saul’s
conversion was either a disruptive innovation in his life or a supplement and adaption of
the beliefs that he already held. Adaptive innovation brings incremental change to
existing entities, whereas disruptive innovation goes much deeper. “Conversion should be
distinguished from ‘adhesion,’ which involves the acceptance of new worship as a useful
supplement and not as a substitute and does not involve the taking of a new way of life in
place of the old” (Witherington 304).
However, some scholars have debated the significance of Saul’s conversion.
Fitzmyer claims that “[i]t is not the story of the conversion of a great sinner, but rather of
how heaven can upset the persecution of God's people” (Witherington 420). Certainly,
the persecution (even murder!) of Christians was a sin. Yes, Saul’s conversion was a
disruption from heaven to stop the persecution of the church, but his conversion was
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bigger than that. Saul’s conversion was also the story of how Jesus disrupted the life of a
persecutor and transformed him into a great evangelist. Segal rightly notes that Saul
experienced a conversion that completely changed his values and his life, not simply a
different calling to a new role in life (A. Segal 117). Saul’s conversion was a disruptive
innovation in a life that would also further the disruption of sin and sin’s consequences in
the lives of countless others.
Interestingly, Saul’s conversion would ultimately lead to him receiving a new
name. However, this name change from a Jewish name (Saul) to a Greek name (Paul)
does not appear until Acts 13.9. The reason for the name change was likely more
pragmatic than theological: the Greek name Paulos (Paul) may have been a nickname
because it means “small one” (Witherington 310). When the Jewish name Saul is
translated to Greek (Saulos), Saul refers to a person who walks like a prostitute (Leary
468). Saul would not be an ideal name for the leading missionary of the Christian faith as
he toured Greek cities!
Saul’s conversion was a disruptive innovation because of the radical
transformation that his conversion brought about in his values and actions. His
conversion eliminated his former endeavors of intentionally attacking Christianity and
gave him a new focus that would ultimately lead him to become the chief early evangelist
of the faith. Saul's conversion was “a radical change of religious direction, and it was
accompanied by as radical a change of action: the active persecutor became an even more
active preacher and evangelist. If such radical changes do not amount to conversion it is
hard to know what would do so” (Barrett 442). One might argue that Saul’s conversion
was the greatest example of personal disruptive innovation in the entire Bible. In the
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church, the value of the innovation is determined by the transformational effects that the
innovation has on people’s lives. Innovation itself is never the goal, because innovation
alone does not bring about redemption. Rather, innovation is a tool that can bring life
transformation when innovation is executed with excellence and wisdom.
Theological Foundations of Disruptive Innovation
Innovation itself is an amoral issue and is neither good nor bad. Throughout
history, countless examples of innovation exists that were used for evil (Hitler brought
much innovation to Germany) and for good (John Wesley ultimately broke off from the
Church of England by innovatively appointing Thomas Coke and Francis Asbury as
Bishops in the United States, thus forming the Methodist Church). The purpose of
studying the theological foundations of disruptive innovation in this review is not to
determine its theological underpinnings. Instead, this review describes a significant set of
disruptive innovations: the disruption that sin has brought to the human condition and the
disruptive innovation that the Gospel brings to those who chose Jesus as Savior and Lord
of their lives.
The Negative Disruption of Sin
God blessed humanity with a flawless creation that humans are responsible to
oversee (Genesis 2.15, 19-20). Adam and Eve tragically disrupted that creation by
choosing sin. As representatives of all of humanity, all humans are now born into sin:
“Sin is a universal fact before it becomes an individual act” (Tillich 56). Consequently,
all humans are born into the tension of having been created in the image of God (perfect
and holy) but are tarnished by the sinful nature inherited from Adam.
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Christianity's initial outlook on the human position is bleak: sin, judgment, and
hell. Through conversion, sin is forgiven, God's wrath is satisfied through Christ's perfect
sacrifice, and humans find life in the Kingdom of God: a reality that begins now and is
experienced in its fullness in eternity with God. This viewpoint is the opposite of a
secular humanists’ viewpoint, which begins with finding answers and happiness in the
current human experience and ends with death, despite all the injustices of life
(Chesterton 157). Conversion is possible because of God’s plan to save humans from the
deadly path of sin through the disruption of Jesus’ perfect sacrifice. This plan was
promised as soon as sin entered the world through Adam and Eve, as God promised to
send Jesus to defeat Satan: “And I will cause hostility between you and the woman, and
between your offspring and her offspring. He will strike your head, and you will strike
his heel” (Genesis 3.15).
The Foundation of Positive Disruption: Repentance
The salvation that comes through Jesus’ disruptive sacrifice is not forced upon
anyone, however. A person must first choose to repent of her/his sins in order to receive
forgiveness. Though the English word “repentance” carries the nuance of sorrow for what
one has done, the English “repentance” does not adequately imply reformation of
character as does the Greek, which implies a fundamental behavioral reversal (Matthew
3.8; Acts 26.20; Hebrews 6.1, 6) (Oden 567).
Repentance is not a small, adaptive change in a person’s life. No, repentance is an
“about-face” that calls a person to turn away from the default human bent toward sinning.
“Conversion is a reversal of disposition. Conversion requires two moves: a turning away
from sin (repentance) and a turning to Christ (faith)” (Oden 577).
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Wesley taught that original sin is a changeable condition for everyone who
responds to God's grace because original sin is “a malignant disease rather than the
obliteration of the imago Dei in fallen human nature” (Outler 34). This change is possible
because of God's grace, which we experience in three forms: prevenient, justifying, and
sanctifying. “[T]here is no point in Wesley's theology of salvation where divine grace is
not the leading motif, whether he is considering the fall of humanity or any step along the
way in the process of redemption” (K. Collins 19).
The Role of Human Effort
While human effort in repentance is essential because God has given humans the
ability to make free-will decisions, human effort is not the catalyst for change. “The
terms of salvation are conditions under which God's saving action may be received-repentance and faith” (Oden 561). These two must be willingly expressed by the one who
wishes to experience Jesus’ disruption of his/her sinful self. “Faith is the only condition
of conversion, yet true faith is preceded by repentance and evidenced by acts of love.
Repentance in itself does not atone, but begins to open the recipient to the benefits of
Christ's atonement” (Oden 579).
Good works matter because they are fruits of repentance, but according to Wesley
they “are not necessary in the same sense with faith, nor in the same degree” (K. Collins
66). Salvation comes by grace, through faith (Ephesians 2.8-9). Thus, good works are not
on the same plane of importance as faith in the God who saves. “The hidden spring of
this entire reversal of mind, heart, and will is the love of God” (Oden 578). The Holy
Spirit brings about change when a person is willing to surrender her/his life to Jesus
Christ.
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The Role of Divine Grace
Were it not for God’s grace, humans would not understand the problem of the
sinful human condition nor the need for salvation. “For in the unbelieving world a kind of
superficial happiness and general well-being full of entertainments but lacking a real plot
hides the fear of death. Apart from God's grace, we can neither come to terms sufficiently
with our mortal wound nor enter into the genuine revelry and mirth of God's kingdom”
(Horton 577). Left alone in sin, humans can still find a level of happiness and fulfillment
in life that can hinder them from understanding their need for salvation. “It is God who
reveals to us who we really are and what we really need” (Morris 79). Whenever a need
for disruptive innovation exists, difficulty also exists for those who need to change to
become aware of their need. God is both the one who brings awareness and is the catalyst
of change when the person admits her/his need for change (through repentance).
Jesus’ sacrifice makes possible the forgiveness of sinful humans. Theologians
refer to Christ as a “second Adam” (Romans 5.12 and 15), a belief that was developed in
depth by Irenaeus in the second century and has been illustrated in countless ways
throughout church history. “In the medieval mystery plays, the actor who played Adam
usually reappeared to play Christ—a vivid way of connecting the first and second Adam”
(O’Collins 10).
The Product of Positive Disruption: Transformation
“Christ does not come to improve our lives—‘the old self,’ to use Paul's
vocabulary—but to crucify it and bury it with him so that we may be raised with him in
newness of life (Ro. 6:1-5)” (Horton 577). Improvement of the human life (an adaptive
change) is desirable because most everyone wants to be better. Conversion is much more
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than improvement because conversion is a disruptive change that impacts the entire life
of the one who experiences it. “Conversion” points to that decisive moment in which the
sinner becomes fully receptive to atoning grace on the cross and receives grace
personally. At that point the sinner begins, by repentance and faith through God's pardon,
to be cleansed from sin (Oden 661).
Conversion is experienced in a moment through God’s justifying grace (when
God forgives the person’s sins and imputes God’s own righteousness into the sinner’s life
so that God now sees the righteousness of Jesus instead of the stain of sin). Conversion is
not the end; conversion is actually the beginning of the larger process of regeneration. “If
repentance is a revulsion against the dying life of slavery to sin, regeneration is a new
birth, in which new spiritual life is imparted. Conversion traces this trajectory of the
reversal from repentance to regeneration” (Oden 578).
All disruptive innovations should be measured on the merits of the transformation
that is brought about by the disruption. Without transformation, disruption brings change
for the sake of change, which is not worthy of the substantial costs of innovation.
Disruptive innovation typically is a long process, and Christian conversion is no
exception. To be saved is to be delivered from bondage, brought into freedom, rescued
from death, and given a new lease on life. That which is reclaimed by God's saving action
is human life as intended to be--abundant life, eternal life, life in the Spirit (John 5, 6;
Rom. 8.1-10; 1 John 5) (Oden 562). In fact, Christian conversion is the most significant,
long-term disruptive innovation that a person ever experiences.
Leading Innovation
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Innovation is often difficult and commonly resisted by both individuals and
organizations. As Mark Twain famously (over)stated, “The only person who likes change
is a baby with a wet diaper” (Shedd). The more stable the institution, the more changeresistant the institution commonly becomes. People tend “to apply historically successful
technological approaches to new research problems until they failed badly. Failure forced
them to reconsider their technological approach. Employing a new approach, they again
became successful” (Christensen, The Innovator’s Challenge 14). Since many multi-staff
churches were founded decades earlier, they are commonly resistant to innovation.
Consequently, Lead Pastors must have strong skills in leading innovation and inspiring
their congregations to desire healthy innovation.
How People Adapt to Change
Everett Rogers famously pioneered Diffusion of Innovation theory in 1962.
LaMorte summarizes Rogers’ groundbreaking work in the following five categories:
innovators, early adopters, early majority, late majority, and laggards. Rogers’ research
indicated the percentages of the population who represent each category (Figure 2.1).
These categories provide a helpful framework for leaders of disruptive innovation, even
though Rogers’ theory was birthed decades before Christensen began writing about
disruption.
Rogers’ research indicated the percentages of the population who represent each
category (Figure 2.1). While these statistics are dated and general (not every church will
follow this exact pattern), Lead Pastors who attempt to bring innovation should expect
that their parishioners will respond in a variety of ways across Rogers’ Diffusion of
Innovation.
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Figure 2.1. Everett Rogers’ Diffusion of Innovation, LaMorte.
Although dated statistically, Rogers’ work identifies patterns that help guide the
process of disruption. Lead Pastors who attempt to bring innovation should expect that
their parishioners will respond in a variety of ways across Rogers’ Diffusion of
Innovation. Although most people are reasonably consistent in their response to change,
they still may find themselves in multiple categories, depending on the area of change.
For example, a person who grew up with traditional hymns in church may still prefer
traditional worship, but she may also be the first in line to purchase the newest mobile
device. One might say that she is a Laggard when it comes to worship style adaptation
but an Innovator regarding mobile technology. Leaders of innovation in the church must
take this into consideration when attempting to predict or understand their congregants’
responses to innovation.
Innovators. These courageous people want to be the first to try the innovation.
They eagerly take risks and explore new ideas. These are the people who beta test
software and hardware, even though beta testing means they must deal with bugs. They
enjoy submitting feedback to the organization and they know that their work is on the
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frontline of improving the innovations that they love. Leaders must do little, if anything,
to convince these people to adopt a new innovation.
Most leaders of disruptive innovation are natural innovators; thus, they must
realize that the vast majority of the population does not think like they do when it comes
to innovation. This reality is especially true in the church, so they will need to extend
extra effort, patience, and grace to others as they lead disruptive innovation. Also, they
must not become discouraged when they face resistance. Instead, they should expect a
healthy level of resistance.
Early Adopters. These people lead others to embrace new innovations. They
appreciate the need to change and quickly adopt new ideas. These are the people who
wait for hours in line for the newest iPhone. To reach this population, leaders must
provide information on implementation and the basic improvements that the innovation
will bring, and they will quickly buy-in and praise the new innovation, because they
emphasize the improvements and minimize the cost/downsides that innovation
sometimes brings.
Church leaders of innovation must find credible Early Adopters and enlist them in
the process of innovation and allow them to experience the benefits firsthand. While
these trusted people make up a small percentage of the congregation, they are the key
catalyst for inspiring others to consider an innovation that they may have previously
resisted.
Early Majority. This large group is not as concerned with being part of the
formation of the innovation, but they are willing to adopt new ideas. They need to see
solid evidence that the innovation is both functional and worthwhile before they are
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willing to adopt it. These are the people who wait for the release of the first software
update to fix the early bugs or the initial price drop that improves the value proposition of
the innovation. Leaders reach this population by sharing success stories of the
innovation's value and effectiveness.
This group is the key determining factor of success or failure for disruptive
innovation in the church. Once the leaders are able to get the Early Majority to buy in to
the value of the innovation, the floor of the church begins to tilt toward the innovation,
putting a healthy pressure on those who are resisting it.
Late Majority. This large group is skeptical that change will bring actual
improvement to their lives. These are followers who wait to try an innovation until the
majority of their contacts have tried it. These are the people who did not buy a
smartphone until they got tired of feeling left out by their friends and family who seemed
so intrigued by the seemingly mysterious new devices. Leaders can reach these people by
providing statistics of how many people have successfully adopted the innovation and
how it is improving their lives.
Church leaders of innovation often become frustrated with this group. If the
leader allows herself to live into this frustration, she may lose motivation to innovate in
the future because she mistakenly brands the church as “unwilling to change.” Instead,
she must trust in the influence of the Early Majority to continue to embrace change over
time, and the late majority will adapt as well.
Laggards. This small group of people have a primary commitment to tradition
and staying the same. They assume that change typically means the loss of good things
and the introduction of confusing or flawed things, so they are the most difficult group to
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inspire to innovate. These are the people who are still using flip phones, and only
consider smartphones because of the ever-shrinking market of opportunities. To reach
laggards, leaders often rely on fear-based appeals and social pressure from the majority of
the population who have adopted and are enjoying the innovation.
Laggards are a reality in every church. They will talk about the “glory days”
which often ended decades earlier. Leaders of innovation must be pastorally caring and
sensitive to Laggards because they are beloved children of God. However, they are not
helpful to the process of innovation, and thus leaders should not focus on their concerns
and should keep pressing forward with innovation. Some Laggards will eventually leave,
some will remain and will be hostile toward the innovators, but many will develop
positive relationships with innovators who demonstrate trustworthiness and extend care
to them. While they will still dislike the innovation, they may support the leaders
themselves if they are treated with love and grace.
Significant Challenges in Leading Innovation
The following list of five challenges is not comprehensive as there are countless
challenges that leaders face when leading innovation. Instead, the following list includes
several broad categories of challenges that relate specifically to disruption in the church.
Many other items could be added, but this list provides sufficient areas for church leaders
to combat.
Lack of Clearly Articulated Vision. Leaders must clearly communicate the
overarching vision on an ongoing basis in order to help their teams see how innovation
fits within the mission of the organization. “Insecurity and lack of information discourage
innovation…Some leaders think that frequent, abrupt change make people more flexible.
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But instead, this makes people turn passive” (Kanter 80-81). If team members rightly
believe that the organization is like a ship without a rudder, able to turn unpredictably at
any time, they will not be motivated to be innovative. After all, their efforts could
suddenly be upended by the next unpredictable change. Consistent communication about
the direction of the organization and the shared basis for innovation helps the team move
confidently in the same direction. Church leaders accomplish this through preaching,
written and electronic communications, visual illustrations within the facility itself,
classes, and special events. The vision should be simple and understandable yet also
compelling.
Excessive Alignment to Majority Views. While a healthy culture rallies people
around a mission and guides them to work together in healthy alignment, excessive
alignment is the enemy of innovation because excessive alignment leads to groupthink
and the unwillingness to hear voices that challenge the status quo. In addition to external
consultants, organizations seeking to successfully lead innovation must include, hear, and
heed those within the organization who have minority points of view. (For the purposes
of this review, “minority” refers to a particular opinion, not a specific race, ethnicity,
gender, class, or other general categorization of people.) These people can help the
organization to see beyond the “water” that they currently swim in and better understand
the opportunities that innovation could bring. Minority viewpoints help the organization
to better ask difficult questions, reconsider current positions, explore alternatives, and
achieve higher-quality solutions than they would have achieved without the strong
influence of the minority viewpoint (Nemeth 28). Thus, organizations without this kind
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of minority voice are vulnerable to failing to consider necessary innovations that could
have brought about growth and new opportunities.
In order for minority voices to be heard, leaders must make an intentional effort to
empower them to share, knowing that they will be heard and respected even though their
viewpoint is different than the majority viewpoint. “‘Powerlessness corrupts’—that is,
leaders who themselves feel powerless are not particularly generous in empowering the
people around them” (Kanter 80).
Excessive Alignment to Minority Views. However, an organization must also
effectively interpret new voices and minority viewpoints within the healthy elements of
the organization’s culture. Otherwise, the organization is in danger of being “tossed to
and fro by the waves” (Ephesians 4.14) of every opinion and potential opportunities.
Effective leaders must be able to say “no” to the innovations that will endanger the
organization’s ability to effectively carry out its mission and values.
An organization that is driven by minority voices, instead of being driven by the
central mission, will be much less likely to achieve the healthy level of alignment needed
to bring about innovation. Thus, a balance between listening to minority voices and
following the central mission must exist. For a minority voice to be considered, the
minority voice must be offering an alternative to the executional details of how the
central mission and healthy elements of culture are lived out, not an alternative to the
mission or healthy cultural elements themselves.
Confusion of Correlation and Causation in Leadership. While some people
(and some churches) are naturally resistant to change (for a variety of reasons), others are
resistant because of their past success. “Successful people often confuse correlation with
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causation. They do not realize that they are successful ‘because of’ some behaviors and
‘in spite of’ others” (Goldsmith 44). The things that a person (or church) have succeeded
at have brought positive reinforcement, thus people tend to repeat those behaviors and
resist changes, even though those changes might bring about new levels of opportunity
and success. Effective Lead Pastors must have the ability to lead people who are in a
variety of places on the Diffusion of Innovation continuum.
Comfortability in Leadership. Innovation is also challenging because people get
comfortable in their own environment and naturally limit their ability to see alternatives:
“Just as fish are rarely conscious of the water within which they have always lived,
members of successful groups may be unaware of the decisions made, by cultural fiat, not
to explore alternative approaches” (Christensen, The Innovator’s Challenge 14). This
comfortability underscores the need for external coaching and consulting, especially for
long-term organizations.
Kanter offers ten sarcastic rules for stifling innovation that align with the above
five Significant Challenges in Leading Innovation (the words in parentheses demonstrate
the correlation).
1. Be suspicious of every new idea from below because senior people didn't
think of it (Excessive Alignment to Majority Views)
2. Insist that people who need your approval to act go through several other
levels of management first (Confusion of Correlation and Causation in
Leadership)
3. Ask departments or individuals to challenge and criticize one another's
proposals (Excessive Alignment to Majority Views)
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4. Express your criticisms freely, and withhold your praise (Lack of Clearly
Articulated Vision)
5. Treat identification of problems as signs of failure, to discourage people from
letting you know when something in their area isn't working (Excessive
Alignment to Minority Views)
6. Control everything carefully (Excessive Alignment to Minority Views)
7. Make decisions to reorganize or change policies in secret, and spring them on
people unexpectedly (Lack of Clearly Articulated Vision)
8. Make sure that requests for information are fully justified; don't give it out
freely (Lack of Clearly Articulated Vision)
9. Assign to lower-level managers, in the name of delegation and participation
responsibility for figuring out how to cut back, lay off, move people around,
or otherwise implement threatening decisions you have made. And get them to
do it quickly (Comfortability in Leadership).
10. And above all, never forget that you, the leaders, already know everything
important about this business (Comfortability in Leadership) (78-79).
While no effective leader would intentionally practice many of these “rules,” they
are more commonly practiced than one might think. Effective innovation begins with
effective leadership. While the actual innovative ideas may come from the departments of
engineering or research/design, the responsibility for innovation begins with the central
leader. S/he will either intentionally design a culture that fosters innovation, or (perhaps
unintentionally) design a culture that squelches it.
The Role of Culture in Leading Innovation
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Organizational culture is foundational to most aspects of leading innovation. The
following section briefly defines the key elements of a healthy culture and suggests a few
ways to change the culture itself within an organization. Both topics are handled briefly
for the purpose of this review.
Elements of a Healthy Culture. At an organization’s best, culture provides a
healthy filter against innovations that should not be adopted, and a motor to drive
innovations that should be adopted. “Culture eats strategy for breakfast” is a famous and
wise quote attributed to Peter Drucker (Hyken). Culture has both tangible and intangible
elements. Every organization has a culture, although some are developed and maintained
much more intentionally than others. Schein defines culture as “a pattern of shared basic
assumptions that the group learned as it solved its problems of external adaptation and
internal integration, that has worked well enough to be considered valid and, therefore, to
be taught to new members as the correct way to perceive, think, and feel in relation to
those problems” (12). Figure 2.2 illustrates the components that make up the culture of
every organization.
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Fig 2.2. Components of Organization Culture, Schein 17.
Artifacts are the obviously visible “tip of the iceberg” of an organization’s
culture. They are easily described and understood. Values are not immediately visible
(although an organization with strong leadership will clearly define and display these
values to ensure they are better lived out within the day-to-day functioning of the
organization). Values are demonstrated by the way the leaders live and conduct business
within the organization. Finally, assumptions are the most challenging to define clearly,
but they certainly exist in every organization. Assumptions can be answers to questions
such as Does the organization expect to succeed? What does success look like? What
things are changeable? What things are not changeable? Assumptions are real, and they
are different for every organization. The effective leader of innovation will understand
these assumptions and will manage them for the best possible outcome when
implementing innovation.
Changing Culture. Cultural change is difficult, but possible. It is often an
essential starting place for innovation. “Leadership and culture are two sides of the same
coin” (Schein 1). Organizational cultural changes can be either apparent (alignment of
strategies with existing assumptions and values), incremental (different but compatible
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strategies are added), or revolutionary (new strategies are added that are in conflict with
current ones) (Gagliardi 120). Therefore, the need for innovation even within the
organization's culture exists: “When strategies are in conflict with assumptions and
values, either culture is replaced or destroyed, or the strategy is resisted and never
implemented” (Hatch 205).
Effective leaders align strategies for innovation with the core assumptions and
values, unless those assumptions and values are detrimental to the organization and, thus,
the assumptions and values must be challenged by a new strategy. In that situation, the
leader must also work to establish new healthy assumptions and values. Otherwise, the
innovation may bring the destruction of the organization because the unhealthy entities
have been attacked but new ones have not been rebuilt, so little is left of the organization.
This is no small task, as Hunter warns: “When innovation development work begins, the
process does not unfold in a simple linear sequence of stages and substages. Instead, it
proliferates into complex bundles of innovation ideas and divergent paths of activities by
different organizational units” (35).
Innovation is a messy process, and innovation that disrupts the culture of the
organization is the most messy and risky type of innovation. However, with great risk
comes the potential for great reward. The potential for massive positive change is greatest
when positive change not only changes the outcomes that the organization produces, but
it also brings positive innovation to the organization’s culture.
Motivating People and Organizations to Innovate
Motivation comes from forces (both external and internal) and factors that
influence adoption of an innovation. Forces describe the motivating pressures that
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innovators respond to when they courageously innovate. Factors describe essential
elements of motivation that innovators must understand as they decide whether or not to
respond to the forces that inspire (or pressure) them to innovate.
External Forces of Motivation. Multiple forces motivate an organization to
undergo the hard work and large risks of innovation. Sometimes, external forces push an
organization to innovate: “Forces outside the firm -- particularly customers -- affect a
firm’s internal managerial and decision-making processes” (Christensen, The Innovator’s
Challenge 2). For example, many McDonald’s restaurants have committed to switch to
packaging that is 100 percent recyclable by 2025 because customers are expecting
corporations to give more consideration to their environmental footprint. This change is a
major innovation, as it will require in-store recycling options that are only currently
available in 10 percent of its stores (Geier).
However, organizations cannot rely on external forces alone to bring about
innovation, because external forces do not have the visionary responsibility to guide the
organization. Henry Ford allegedly said, “If I had asked people what they wanted, they
would have said faster horses.”
[E]stablished customers may be far less insightful about new technologies, and
the applications to which they may be applied, than inexperienced customers.
Hence, firms which seek to be “customer-driven” may find themselves
chauffeured directly to incremental, rather than radical innovation, if they put
experienced customers in the driver’s seat. (Christensen, The Innovator’s
Challenge 32)
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Innovations that begin in external sources are reactive, not proactive. Organizations that
rely on reactive innovations will rarely (if ever) bring about disruptive innovation.
Internal Forces of Motivation. Leaders who courageously lead disruptive
innovation based on internal forces are often motivated by an honest understanding of the
core performance metrics of their organization. “Facts are our friends. The longer we as a
society insist on ignoring them when they get too uncomfortable, the more we erode our
potential to be truly great” (S. Segal 34). When leaders ignore uncomfortable facts, they
risk missed opportunities, threats, and long-term destruction. Christensen reminds us that:
“It is precisely the very behaviors that brought the established firm success that make it
difficult to embrace the downward mobility necessary to connect with new audiences”
(The Innovator's Dilemma 26). Most leaders lack the courage to embrace downward
mobility because downward mobility induces fear (and sometimes panic) in established
organizations. As Zscheile notes, “[t]he very practices required to sustain the established
firm prevent those firms from adapting and eventually lead to their demise” (17).
Effective leaders of innovation must have the ability to adapt their strategies and focus to
the new realities that their organizations encounter on a regular basis.
Innovation is often a tiring, risky process that is filled with setbacks that come
about when plans go awry or the surrounding environment changes which calls the basic
assumptions of the innovation into question. When these things happen, the leader of
innovation must respond, and her/his response will lead to one of two possibilities: either
the rejection of the innovation itself or the pursuit of opportunities for learning through
reinvention and change (Hunter 35).
Essential Factors that Influence Adoption of an Innovation
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There are essential factors that influence adoption of an innovation. LaMorte lists
five factors that must be considered (relative advantage, compatibility, complexity,
triability, and observability). These will be discussed within the context of a case study
on Sears.
Relative Advantage. Relative Advantage asks the question, “What actual
improvement does the innovation bring over the current reality?” Innovation for the sake
of innovation is not courageous or wise but rather risky and foolish. Additionally, one
must ask, “Does the innovation provide tangible results that are obviously worth the
investment of the organization and/or consumer?” This advantage must be apparent both
to the company itself (based upon a cost/benefit analysis) and to the consumer who must
be motivated to buy in to the innovation.
Sears skyrocketed to success and ruled the American retail market in the early
decades of the twentieth century. In its early years, Sears was built around its massive
retail catalog that offered home delivery of items that would have been previously
unavailable to rural customers. The invention of the automobile threatened Sears’ success
as a mail-order based company, but management innovated and shifted the focus to retail
stores that would soon outsell the catalogue (Floyd).
Compatibility. Compatibility asks the question, “Is the innovation consistent
with the core artifacts, values, and assumptions of the organization and the people it
serves?” Innovation will push the organization and its customers to new areas, but those
areas must be compatible with the core of its business. For example, a successful
restaurant is not likely to succeed at opening a shoe business in the center of the dining
room. Offering a new type of food or drink may be effective, however.
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Sears’ key to success was based upon two innovations that were established in the
early days of its existence. These innovations added substantial value to the lives of its
consumers, and they were highly compatible with its successful retail business.
large, suburban stores which could be quickly and inexpensively reached by
suburbanites newly endowed with automobiles; and a credit card in the wallets
and purses of millions of people, which made it easy for them to buy at Sears, and
easy for Sears to gauge at low cost the bill-paying tendencies of millions of
people (Christensen, The Innovator’s Challenge 2).
While these advantages are larger than what the average church can create, the innovation
within the church must still have compatibility with the church’s local context.
Complexity. Complexity asks the question, “How difficult will it be to
understand and/or use the innovation?” This understanding requires both creative
innovation and excellence in marketing and consumer research. A technologically
superior product will not succeed if the consumer is unable to understand its relevance to
her everyday life.
Sears rested on its laurels as new threats arrived: discount retail stores that
provided improved selection/convenience/pricing, and banks who offered credit cards
that were more versatile than store cards. As Sears slowly declined for fifty years, its
management failed to adapt to meet the market changes brought about by Wal-Mart and
Amazon. As Sir John Browne of BP Amoco famously said: “No advantage and no
success is ever permanent. The winners are those who keep moving” (Clubb 156). WalMart and (later) Amazon simplified retail by reducing the number of stores that a
customer needs to go to, by reducing the price (Wal-Mart), and by providing a superior
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way to shop for products that are delivered to the customer’s home (Amazon). Ironically,
these were areas that Sears had once dominated, yet Sears failed to continue to innovate
and to respond aggressively to new competitive threats.
Triability. Triability asks the question, “Can the innovation be tested before the
organization or consumer must commitment to adopt it?” As Rogers’ Diffusion of
Innovation theory taught, variety of timelines exists for consumers to adopt a new
innovation. Wal-Mart and Amazon greatly increased the “triability” of their advantages:
the customer simply needed to visit a store (Wal-Mart) or create an online account.
Ironically, Sears was perfectly positioned to win the “triability” game because
Sears already had large stores in prime markets and already had a successful website.
However, Sears failed to leverage these advantages (by offering a wider variety of
products or by making it easy for customers to order a large variety of products online).
Amazon also beat Sears at its own game of analytics (Sears did this with store credit
cards that tracked what customers purchased) as it created algorithms to improve the
offerings of its website to the specific searches/purchases of the customer.
Observability. Observability asks the question, “Are the benefits of the
innovation clearly visible to the consumer?” Showing the consumer that the innovation
will make their life different (most people are not looking for change because humans are
creatures are habit) is not enough. The innovation must bring actual improvement to the
consumer’s life, and the burden of proof rests on the innovator’s shoulders.
The advantages that Wal-Mart and Amazon provided were easily observable to
most everyone. Sears’ management was one of the few groups of people who failed to
understand these advantages; thus, Sears lost the agility and innovation of its early years
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and failed to adapt to decades of data that exposed threats to its existence. In smaller
organizations, failure and destruction take much less time. Sears is not alone in this
struggle: “Whatever the circumstances, examples abound of firms which were highly
successful once, but were unable to replicate that success when technology or markets
changed” (Christensen, The Innovator’s Challenge 1).
Stories like the demise of Sears are easy for leaders to embrace and to celebrate
the need for innovation. Most leaders know that they must regularly adapt or their
organizations will ultimately die as growth takes much more than a belief in the value of
innovation. As Kanter states, “[i]t is easier for leaders to praise innovation in theory than
to support it in practice” (77).
Innovation is easy to idealize and even idolize, but innovation is anything but
idealistic. Innovation is typically the product of hard work, sacrifice, pain, and failure.
Despite the idealization of innovators, they often are not visionary geniuses. Instead, they
are master-implementers of innovation.
Above all innovation is work rather than genius. It requires knowledge. It often
requires ingenuity. And it requires focus...In innovation, as in any other endeavor,
there is talent, there is ingenuity, and there is knowledge. But when all is said and
done, what innovation requires is hard, focused, purposeful work. (Drucker 102)
This courageous and difficult work is essential to the long-term survival and effectiveness
of every organization, and leaders who are unable or unwilling to do this work are
perhaps the greatest threat that their organization will ever face. While these leaders are
dutifully doing the business of their organizations, they are missing opportunities and
ignoring warning signs that will ultimately lead to the demise of their organization.
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Disruptive Innovation
Innovation is the implementation of an idea in the accomplishment of the mission
and work of an organization (Thompson 2). There are many different types of innovation.
This research highlights two:
1. Adaptive innovation: change that continues the way that something is done,
making slight modifications to bring ongoing improvement in an organization
2. Disruptive innovation: change that stops the way that something is done,
fundamentally interrupting an organization to empower it to make large-scale
improvement.
Thus, adaptive innovation seeks to maintain the status quo and bring small, incremental
improvement. Disruptive innovation, on the other hand, is much bolder and has much
greater potential for success or failure. Disruption has no interest in sustaining or
declining; rather, disruption seeks to bring radical change.
Characteristics of Disruptive Innovation
Clayton Christensen pioneered the concept of disruptive innovation in the late
1990s. To disrupt is to “interrupt the normal course or unity of” (Webster). Disruptive
innovation is significant change that stops the way that something is done, fundamentally
interrupting a company, marketplace, or organization to empower it to make large-scale
improvement.
Innovation is critical to virtually every aspect of business, individual lives, and
society as a whole. However, innovation is difficult to understand and describe. “Every
day, in our personal and professional lives, we innovate. Nothing matters more to our
success and our survival - and yet we struggle with our understanding of the process of
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innovation. Sometimes it is messy; sometimes it is elegant; usually it is both and more”
(Van de Ven, et al. vii). While a few leaders may have the luxury of leading
organizations that thrive in places where sustaining innovation alone will ensure their
ongoing success, many leaders must employ both sustaining and disruptive innovation in
order to maintain the strength and competitive value of their organization.
Christensen's definition of disruptive innovation has evolved throughout his work,
but Thomond offered a summary definition: “a customer offering based upon one or
more new technologies and/or processes that have enabled the introduction of new
attribute sets, which in turn have changed the basis of competition by changing the
performance dimensions along which organizations compete” (44). In other words, a
disruptive innovation will fundamentally change a marketplace, company, organization,
or (in the case of this study) church. While disruptive innovation begins at the lower end
of the market and may seem insignificant at first, a successful disruption will move
upstream, ultimately challenging the mainstream. Disruption will also bring risks but that
does not make disruption unique because the avoidance of disruption is also a risk. The
following five characteristics of disruptive innovation are relative to the church.
Disruption Begins at the Lower End of the Market. Christensen later added
that “disrupters start by appealing to low-end or unserved consumers and then migrate to
the mainstream market” (Christensen et al.). This narrow definition of disruptive
innovation excludes (rightly, in Christensen’s viewpoint) many potential examples of
disruptive innovation (Uber, and other platform-based businesses). Disruption is
characterized by a dissatisfaction with the status quo and a discovery of a high-potential,
potentially untapped opportunity in a new marketplace (for example, when Sears
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introduced its catalogue or Amazon popularized the online marketplace through
predictive algorithms).
Disruption is also categorized by a willingness to take a calculated risk at the low
end of the market, and the ability to grow that risk into the mainstream market. As
disruptive entrants move upmarket, they deliver the performance that incumbents’
mainstream customers require while preserving the advantages that drove their early
success. When mainstream customers start adopting the entrants’ offerings in volume,
disruption has occurred (Christensen et al.). While the mainstream businesses may (and
should) attempt to adapt their own products and services to compete with the incumbent,
they often fail to do so until it is too late.
These bold innovators do not stop there as Figure 2.3 illustrates. The red lines
illustrate the product performance trajectories, and the blue lines illustrate the customer
demand trajectories. As the incumbent company continually improves its
products/services through adaptive innovation, the company often overshoots the needs
of the low-end and mainstream customers, which provides an opportunity for the
disruptive entrant to gain a foothold and ultimately challenge the incumbent.
Disrupters identify the opportunity for disruption by watching for a niche or gap
in the market or a way to greatly improve upon the delivery of an existing
product/service. They are willing to take risks in order to bring improvement, and the
early adapters see the value and begin to buy in. Eventually, the disruption continues
throughout Rogers’ Diffusion of Innovation, and a successful disruption occurs.
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Figure 2.3. The Disruptive Innovation Model—Christensen, Raynor, and McDonald.
Even if the mainstream company does adapt to the disruption, they have allowed a
new competitor into the marketplace, and that competitor has already established its
footprint and a positive reputation with customers who once belonged to the mainstream
company. The costs of missing a potential disruption are very high.
Disruptive Innovation Often Comes from Within. Opportunities for disruptive
innovation often come from within the organization itself. The next disruptive innovation
might come from the HR department or the CFO, not the engineer (Bluestein 113). Also,
any effective disruption will impact both the external market(s) in which the organization
exists and the internal makeup of the organization itself. “[A]ny major change process
will focus on the company's culture, structure, and human resource (HR) procedures”
(Atwater and Atwater 146). Thus, opportunity exists for both external and internal growth
when an organization successfully implements disruptive innovation.
Receptiveness to Disruptive Innovation Carries Risk. Most innovation is
sustaining (adaptive), not disruptive. Sustaining innovation is the ongoing process of
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improvement within existing structures and systems that allows the industry leaders to
better serve their customers (Randazzo 58). When compared with disruptive innovation,
sustaining innovation involves lower risks and is more easily seen as advantageous to the
organization because sustaining innovation plays into the demonstrated strengths and
assets of the organization. Sustaining innovation is essential to the success of virtually
every organization.
An unsuccessful disruption is costly (time, money, energy, and momentum) and
the costs must be weighed carefully by the disrupter before the innovation is attempted.
This possibility is why smaller startups (or church plants) are more successful with
disruption because they seemingly have less to lose and more to gain by the disruption so
they approach the disruption with more courage and aggressiveness.
Avoidance of Disruptive Innovation Carries Risk. However, if an organization
only focuses on sustaining innovation, the organization is taking a much greater risk than
it may realize. Since organizations tend to focus on the behaviors that led to their success
instead of considering what outsiders are looking for, they have little imagination or
vision for what could be. “Established firms excel at incremental technological changes
because they build upon or refine technological approaches previously developed”
(Christensen, The Innovator’s Challenge 16). Consequently, established, successful firms
are often the least effective at disruptive innovation. “Disruptive innovations create
markets that are initially too small to ‘be interesting’ to large established firms” (West).
These firms often have to balance the demands of large overhead expenses, shareholders,
and a customer base that supports their organization as it is today. Stepping into the risky
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world of disruptive innovation can be a perilous risk whose rewards are far from
guaranteed.
Disruptive Innovation Often Favors Incumbents. “The inability of large firms
to enter these markets early gives smaller firms and start-ups the advantage of time”
(West). For a small organization that lacks the responsibilities of a larger, more
established organization, the risks of disruptive innovation are much lower. Disruptive
Innovation theory explains how industry entrants can defeat established firms and quickly
gain a significant share of their key markets in spite of the fact that incumbents tend to be
significantly more experienced and better resourced (Reagan ii). While larger
organizations can be lulled into complacency by their customer base that funds (and
demands) the continued excellence of its existing products/services, this is not always the
case. Instead, they have often recognized the challenges of meeting the needs of those
beyond the existing base and have determined that the risk is simply not worth the
reward.
However, the risk of neglecting these potential customers may be greater than the
existing organization realizes. The disrupting organization does not initially attempt to
compete with the established firm by matching products/services. Instead “they offer
simpler, inexpensive solutions that established firms wouldn’t consider providing. Over
time, these disruptors tend to take over the market, undercutting the established firms”
(Zscheile 15). The established Goliaths of the industry suddenly find themselves
vulnerable (or already defeated) by the smaller, more agile Davids who have found
success in disruption.
Evolution of Disruptive Innovation Theory
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Christensen recently (2015) lamented the popularization of disruptive innovation
theory which has sometimes led to the misapplication of the theory to
companies/organizations that do not fit his (evolved) definition of disruption: one that
starts either from a new market (turning non-consumers into consumers) or one that starts
from the low-end of the market (where “good enough” is acceptable and a reasonable
price-point and path of access is needed) (Christensen et al.). Danneels agrees that
Christensen’s theory has been over-applied: “One can see from a search for disruptive
innovation on the web how loosely the term has come to be used and how it has become
separated from its theoretical basis” (257).
Uber’s innovation within the taxi industry is sometimes cited as an example of
disruptive innovation. Christensen disagrees, noting that according to his updated
definition (cited in the previous paragraph), Uber would not qualify as a disruptive
innovation because Uber took an existing market and improved it (from the customer’s
standpoint). However, one could argue that Uber was a disruptive innovation from the
taxi drivers’ standpoint. Prior to Uber, the average person would not have considered
becoming a taxi driver. However, Uber’s challenge to “get your side hustle on” (“Get
Your Side Hustle on! Sign up to Drive with Uber.”) has tapped into the disruption of
freelancers/contractors in the employment market. As traditional staffing becomes less
common (full-time employees with benefits who work for the same employer for
decades), new models are needed to fit today’s financial and generational realities. “A
staggering 55 million people — more than 35% of the U.S. workforce — are now
freelancers or contractors, and that number is projected to rise to 43% by 2020…of those
who [freelance or contract], 36% say they earn more than $500 a month from it” (Clark).
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Uber is not a traditional disruptive innovation, but Uber is utilizing the core
principles of disruption as it relates to its employment structure (Uber found and
developed a gap in the taxi market, created a new and improved way of delivering a
service, changed the way that customers interact with that service, and moved from the
low end of the market into the middle) (Moazed and Johnson). In order for disruptive
innovation to work, the innovator must find a gap in the market (even if the customer was
unaware of that gap) and fill it with a better product/service. Uber is tapping into the
entrepreneurial spirit that many on the fringes of the employment marketplace thrive
upon.
The same principles apply to those who lead disruption in the church where there
are many gaps and opportunities. These opportunities are often found within enhanced
outreaches to attract the unchurched, redesigned ministries, new styles of worship,
facility improvements, stewardship education, new methods of planting churches, and
countless others. Countless opportunities for disruption in the church have yet to be
discovered.
Situations Where Disruptive Innovation Should Be Avoided
While the disruptive innovation theory is intriguing and there are many examples
(both positive and negative) of the need for effective disruptive innovation, disruptive
innovation is not appropriate for every organization or situation. By definition, disruptive
innovation involves risk that could be devastating if the process is not properly assessed,
executed, and evaluated. “Coming up with ideas isn’t nearly as hard as determining
which ones are any good and figuring out what to do with them” (Bluestein 110). This is
especially relevant to small and/or startup organizations that lack the base to survive the
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distraction and resource drain of failed disruptive innovation. One of the leader’s primary
responsibilities is to kill the weak ideas so that the best ideas can receive the focus and
resources that they deserve. The follow five situations should be avoided by church
leaders.
Disruption for the Purpose of Being Disruptive. Disruptive change for the sake
of being innovative is not an asset despite the beliefs of many leaders. “History is full of
now defunct companies that were the early innovative leaders in their fields. In fact,
being the pioneering innovator of a new idea seldom proves to be a sustainable advantage
and usually proves to be a liability” (J. Collins, The Ultimate Creation 133). Leaders who
seek to be innovative in order to make a name for themselves will typically fail because
their motives are not appropriate. Innovation must be driven by the discovery of a new or
low-end market that the organization can effectively serve. Ego and desire for innovation
may drive some creative ideas, but these ideas will be damning to the organization if
there is not space and demand for them in the marketplace.
Disruption for the Purpose of Being First to the Market. In fact, being first to
the market with a new innovation is not always an advantage. The first innovator must
deal with first-mover disadvantages (costs, errors, lack of actual market testing). The
greatest success and profit often comes from the second and third generation followers
(Nintendo vs. Atari, Amazon vs. Book.com, and Google vs. Yahoo). Additionally, “in the
past century, the average span between introduction of an innovation and follow-on
competition has fallen from 33 years to just 3.4 years” (Bluestein 112). Consequently, the
rewards for being first are much lower in most industries than what they once were. The
connected nature of the marketplace has eased the way for organizations to learn and
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innovate, but this gift cuts both ways. Imitating and improving upon the ideas of the firstmover is also easier.
Disruption that is Not Relevant to the Customer. Disruptive innovation should
also be avoided if that is not something that the customer demands: “Established firms,
though often at great cost, have led their industries in developing critical competencedestroying technologies, when the new technology was needed to meet existing
customers’ demands” (Christensen and Bower 199). When an organization does
something effectively, the organization must support that innovation through its curve of
effectiveness/profitability. If that organization neglects its core business in order to be
disruptive, the organization may destroy core assets that are needed by both the company
and the consumer.
Interestingly, this point is held in tension by Christensen himself as previously
cited (The Innovator’s Challenge 32). A balance should exist between listening to
customers and discovering market gaps that customers cannot see. However, when filling
these gaps with innovation, the innovator must ensure that his solution is relevant to the
customer or else the innovation will become an unutilized failure.
Disruption that Does Not Fit the Organization. Leaders of disruptive
innovation must also assess the way that the disruptive innovation will interact with the
existing systems, culture, and resources of the organization. “In our infatuation with the
new, we forget that innovation often involves the creative recombination of extant ideas
with new ones and the fusion of existing expertise with new knowledge” (Leonard and
Swap 166).
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Small startups are often better equipped to innovate because they have less to
manage. However, large organizations can effectively lead disruptive innovation if they
are strategic. “Christensen suggests that industry leaders create spin-off organizations
solely focused on competing in the realm of the disruptive innovation” (Randazzo 58).
Naturally, this advice is relevant to disruptive, not sustaining, innovation. “[T]he wisdom
of those who have ‘been there and done that’ can add creativity and impulse to new
endeavors—if the fusion of knowledge is managed for innovation” (Leonard and Swap
166).
Disruption that is Excessively Expensive. Leaders of disruptive innovation must
count all the costs ahead of time to ensure that they can effectively execute the disruption.
Jesus’ words about the cost of discipleship in Luke 14.28-33 are relevant: “For which of
you, desiring to build a tower, does not first sit down and count the cost, whether he has
enough to complete it?” (28). The same truth is relevant to leading effective disruptive
innovation, as both financial and intangible assets must be assessed: “Does the
organization have the processes and values to succeed?...A little time spent soulsearching for honest answers to this issue will pay off handsomely” (Christensen, Coping
with Your Organization’s Innovation Capabilities 213-14). Financial resources are often
more easily attained than the necessary values and processes. Leaders must say “no” or
“not yet” to disruptive innovation if the appropriate resources are not available in
sufficient quantities. The leader may receive criticism for such a decision, and others may
never see that the leader saved the organization from serious damage or even destruction,
but the leader herself will know.
Resourcing Innovation
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When considering Resourcing Innovation, the question must be asked, “What is
an appropriate amount of resources for an existing organization to invest in disruptive
versus sustaining innovation?” While there is not a universal formula,
[t]he most successful companies devoted about 70 percent of their innovation
assets (time and money) to “safe” core initiatives; 20 percent to slightly more
risky adjacent ones; and just 10 percent to transformational, or disruptive, ones.
Such companies outperformed their peers in terms of share price, with price-to
earnings premiums of 10 percent to 20 percent. (Bluestein 110, citing a 2012
report by innovation consultants Bansi Nagji and Geoff Tuff)

This ratio does not hold up in industries that require more novelty, like tech companies or
startups backed by venture capitalists. Those industries only represent a small percentage
of the world, and the church is not like them.
This ratio was illustrated in a study of Formula One auto racing, a highlyregulated innovative environment. The governing body, FIA, demands regular
innovations from its teams by creating new rules and standards (for example, changes in
fuel efficiency). A study of Formula One auto racing teams found that when the FIA
mandated major technical changes (disruptive) instead of minor tweaks (sustaining), “the
teams that followed an adaptive strategy—simply making their car fit the regulation
perfectly, without introducing any additional optional innovations—consistently beat
historically strong competitors that overinnovated” (Bluestein 114). Any business or
church, regardless of the size, can get overextended when they try to take on too much
innovation at one time. The Formula One study illustrates two areas where disruption
should be avoided: Disruption for the Purpose of Being Disruptive, and Disruption that is
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Excessively Expensive (major changes may have distracted the team from focusing on
minor enhancements that would have generated a better return on investment).
Areas to Initiate Disruptive Innovation in the Church
There are countless strategies to initiate disruptive innovation, so this review will
focus on several that are specifically relevant to leaders of innovation within the local
church. Although they are stated in marketplace terms, they can easily be translated into
the church. The following strategies establish a basic foundation that church innovators
should build upon.
Kanter defines a strategy for innovation that demonstrates broader opportunities
for disruptive innovation than Christensen’s definition affords. He uses a pyramid
(illustrated with Figure 2.4) to demonstrate three distinct areas that provide opportunities
for disruptive innovation: the peak, the middle, and the base (82). Each area will be
explained in the context of the church, and illustrated using a large corporate example of
disruptive innovation (Amazon).
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Figure 2.4. The Pyramid of Opportunities for Disruptive Innovation
Smallest Area of Initiation: The Peak of the Pyramid. The peak involves a
small number of big bets about the future that require substantial investments in products,
technologies, or market innovation. These bets will often fail, so the innovator must be
strategic of how much time, energy, and passion she invests. However, they also have the
greatest chance of success. In the church, a “peak” innovation might be the planting of a
new campus or the start of a new worship service that is significantly different than the
church’s other service(s). The cost of time, money, and energy is very high, and the
challenge will be to establish the critical mass needed to succeed. However, if the venture
succeeds, the innovation stands to make a massive Kingdom impact and bring substantial
improvement to the church.
Amazon’s Kindle e-reader represents the peak of the pyramid. The e-reader was
released in 2007 despite a series of disappointing results from other e-readers (Sony
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Librie, for example). “Amazon’s disruptive insight was that component technologies had
finally matured, including displays, storage, lightweight batteries, and cellular networks
that could be used to upload and download new content” (Downes and Nunes). Amazon
took a big bet on a product that had not been successful in a market (books) that is very
difficult to disrupt (serious readers are often passionate about the experience of physically
holding a book while reading). A high chance existed that the Kindle would fail, but the
investment was small compared to Amazon’s massive business. However, new Kindle
releases are commonly priced at a loss (approximately $2 per unit on the Kindle Fire,
which came long after the success of the first Kindle’s disruption) because Amazon’s
vision was to increase profits through selling content, not devices. This investment has
paid off handsomely: “Amazon stands to earn about $136 in additional revenue from
every customer who bought a Kindle Fire” (Sienrak).
Moderate Area of Initiation: The Middle of the Pyramid. The middle involves
a mid-sized number of promising (but unproven) experiments, early-stage new ventures,
prototypes, or other stand-alone projects. In the church, these projects will not likely have
the same potential as the Peak innovations, but they still have the potential to be
significantly successful. Disruptive innovation is sometimes mistakenly believed to
demand the perfect combination of great vision, creativity, and execution required to
create a brand new idea that will revolutionize an organization, market, or industry.
While these rare moonshot innovations are exciting (iTunes, for example), disruptive
innovation is much broader than these. “Contrary to popular belief, often innovation is
not about inventing new-to-the-world ideas, but about taking existing elements and
discovering novel ways of combining and improving them” (Tan X).
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This is easily applicable to the church as many ways exist to improve current
ministries. Most of these will be sustaining innovations instead of disruptive innovations,
and this is not a problem. However, some opportunities for disruptive innovations will be
found as a church pursues constant improvement throughout its ministries. For example,
if a church wanted to start using projection in worship, the church would likely be more
effective to begin the disruption within student ministry than to begin in the traditional
worship service on Sunday morning. The risk would be lower, the buy-in would likely be
higher, and the early adopters might start to build energy around finding a way to bring
the innovation to the general worship services.
Amazon’s Prime membership represents the middle of the pyramid. It launched in
2005 with the promise of free two-day delivery (and eventually other perks) for a modest
$79 annually. Initially, Amazon lost substantial money on each Prime member ($11
annually, or 13.9 percent) (Mangalindan). However, Amazon Prime was created to
dramatically increase each Prime member’s willingness to purchase items online instead
of going to a retail store. This was proven to be successful as Amazon had approximately
eighty million Prime members in the United States in March 2017, and their average
annual expenditures at Amazon were $1300 vs $700 spent by non-Prime members
(Duncan).
High Area of Initiation: The Base of the Pyramid. The base involves a large
number of continual, incremental innovations in the operation of the organization and its
core business that boost immediate revenues, reduce costs, increase speed, and/or add
value to existing customers. Christensen’s traditional theory of disruptive innovation
requires that the innovation begins in the lower end of the market (which is typically
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underserved by the mainstream) and moves upward into the mainstream. These
innovations often start small and the initial quality of their offering is almost always well
below its potential, but they gain traction and begin to move forward. “[A] new entrant
offers substitute products using technology that is cheaper but initially inferior to
products offered by mature incumbents” (Downes and Nunes). In time, the disruptor
improves its performance and eventually catches and often surpasses the industry leaders
who were either unaware or unable to adapt to the changes brought about by the
disruptor.
These new offerings initially exhibit lower performance on dimensions that are
specifically relevant to the mainstream market; however, they introduce higher
performance on dimensions valued by remote or emerging market segments. It is
therefore within these smaller, lower-revenue niches where they establish their
commercial footing with relatively undemanding customers. (Thomond 22)

Seemingly endless opportunities exist for this type of creativity and innovation, as
products and markets continue to evolve and offer new opportunities for disruption.
Naturally, the church is not a parallel to the corporate marketplace. However,
most church innovations are found in ministry areas (instead of in the church as a whole).
For example, a church enhanced its traditional prayer ministry which simply prints prayer
requests in the bulletin. The prayer ministry could train a prayer team who will pray with
others in worship, send requests electronically to people who pray throughout the week,
and could eventually connect with a personal prayer partner for growth and
accountability. This innovation could begin in a variety of simple ways, but the potential
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is very strong for disruption within the church when the people begin to pray more often
and more effectively.
Amazon Web Services (AWS) represents the base. AWS is the world’s largest
cloud infrastructure company whose initial foundations were laid in the year 2000. AWS
was created as an internal innovation that would create a set of common infrastructure
services for Amazon software engineers to speed up the improvement of Amazon’s
websites. Amazon’s low profit margins required it to have lean systems, and AWS was
an excellent internal enhancement that they eventually realized they could market to other
companies, beginning in 2006 (Ron Miller). This innovation continues to be the key to
Amazon’s financial success, and thus its disruptions in other industries: “For the year
[2017], Amazon's international e-commerce operating losses eclipsed the company's
North American operating profit. AWS had 2017 operating income of $4.33 billion on
sales of $17.46 billion. In other words, on an annual basis all of Amazon's operating
income derives from AWS” (Dignan). While Christensen’s definition of disruptive
innovation would not have listed all of these as true disruptive innovations, the work of
Kanter and others provides a helpful expansion that covers a variety of other innovations
that make positive disruptions.
As AWS probes, disruptive innovation can come from within an organization as
well. “[C]ompanies get the highest return on investment when they focus on things such
as improving business models, internal processes, and customer experience” (Bluestein
112). For example, while Apple is known for the disruptive innovation of the iTunes
store, Bluestein suggests that its aggressive tax-avoidance strategy (creating offices and
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subsidiaries in low-tax areas) is almost as important because of the billions of dollars that
it saves the company each year.
Timing of Disruptive Innovation
Christensen utilized Sigmoid curves (S-curves) to illustrate the need and
appropriate timeline for disruptive innovation (Christensen, The Innovator’s Challenge
10). When an innovation is created and implemented, the innovation will typically take
time to establish a market position and thus the company’s investment may remain flat or
even decline for a period of time. If the innovation is effective, its performance will begin
to climb and the company will hopefully realize strong growth in the return on
investment (ROI). However, this growth will eventually slow down, then flat-line, then
begin to decline (Figure 2.5).

Figure 2.5. Sigmoid Curves in Disruptive Innovation, Sharp.
See the Decline Early. Proper timing is essential to all innovation, especially
disruptive innovation. “S-Curve advocates urge managers to identify and invest in new
technologies when they sense that the limits of their existing technologies may have been
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reached” (Christensen, The Innovator’s Challenge 10). Effective managers will take risks
and switch to the new S-curves when they intersect with the old, which is the ideal time
to make change. This process is much more easily said than done, but effective visionary
leaders must have the self-differentiation to see their product’s position within the market
and determine when it is time to invest in new innovation. This decision does not mean
that the existing technology is abandoned; instead, the existing technology is maintained
as long as is reasonably possible and productive. Often, the former technology becomes a
long-term “utility” of the company that produces consistent results but not the growth.
In the church, this is done by having the courage to recognize things that are not
working and begin to pray and dream of God’s next breakthrough in that area. This does
not mean that the leader immediately ends a ministry that begins to decline. Many
ministries may continue to bear fruit for a season even though they are no longer making
the large impact they once made. However, many leaders ignore decline and instead hope
the “good old days” will return instead of dreaming of new things.
Start the Innovation Early. Appropriately managing S-curves is difficult and
rarely done well because most organizations wait to bring change until the curve is
headed downhill, not while it is still on its way up.
The only way to prolong the life of the body in question…is to start a second
curve. But to allow time and resources for the initial period of learning and
investment, that second curve has to start before the first one peaks. You then
encounter the paradox of success—when things are going well, there seems to be
no reason to change. (Handy 24)
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In technology-based organizations, the call to switch curves comes from
engineers. In the church, the call may be from the Lead Pastor, ministry staff, key servant
stakeholders in the church, or the external community. The effective leader must listen to
a variety of voices and evaluate the validity of each and then act. Otherwise, she may find
herself chasing every latest fad of change or resisting change at all costs because she is
stuck in analysis paralysis.
Many late majority and laggards will not see the purpose of the new innovation
and may fight against it. The leader must continue to dream, pray, design, test, and
promote the new ministry opportunity even while the current ministry continues to exist.
For example, many churches have started a contemporary service to reach new and
younger people while still maintaining their traditional service.
Core Qualities of Effective Leaders
This review has focused on innovation per se, but the focus of the study is on the
core characteristics of leaders of disruptive innovation within the church. Thus, the
review now will focus on those core characteristics of leaders. Since leadership is a
complex and multi-faceted topic, the topic of this section cannot be covered
comprehensively. However, several behaviors, attitudes, and leadership styles will be
considered that are consistent with effectively leading disruptive innovation. Preference
has been given to those behaviors, attitudes, and leadership styles that are most directly
relevant to leading disruptive innovation in the church.
Behaviors: Clarity of Vision
Most importantly, effective leaders of disruptive innovation must have a clear
vision for the future and must communicate this vision effectively to all relevant people
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(their teams, boards, followers, customers, and congregants). People emulate their
leaders, and if the vision is not real with the leader, then the vision is not real with their
team. The absence of a motivating vision and a strategy to achieve business success
yields an organization that has questionable focus and purpose (Knowling 178).
Many would-be-effective leaders of disruptive innovation struggle to step back
and focus on the greater needs of the organization, because they become focused on the
day-to-day needs that are urgent but not necessarily important (Covey 151). Sinek adds
that effective visionaries begin with the “why,” then add the “how” and the “what.”
“People don't buy WHAT you do, they buy WHY you do it” (Sinek 41). Certainly,
operations (“how”) and business details (“what”) are also essential and must not be
ignored. Many visionaries have train-wrecked their organizations because they became so
obsessed with an unrealistic vision that they were unable or unwilling to listen to voices
of wisdom that called them to balance their vision with the realities of the organization or
market.
The “why” must be the starting place because the “why” provides the most
effective inspiration to others. As Sinek wisely noted, “Dr. Martin Luther King gave the
‘I Have a Dream’ speech, not the ‘I Have a Plan’ speech…The plan had its place, but not
on the steps of the Lincoln Memorial” (129). Clearly, Dr. King needed a detailed plan
that would empower him to lead one of the greatest social revolutions (also known as
disruptions in the positive sense described in this work) in the history of humankind.
Dr. Martin Luther King was not a great leader because of his ability to lay out a
detailed plan. “It was what he believed and his ability to communicate it clearly that
people followed…People followed him not because of his idea of a changed America.
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People followed him because of their idea of a changed America” (Sinek 129). King
helped them see a vision of a greater America that resonated within their hearts. When
King’s associates laid out the details of the plans (peaceful protests, boycotting busses,
marching at Selma and other places), people boldly executed the “how” because they
understood the “why.”
Behaviors: Effectiveness in Team Building
Effective leaders of innovation also understand that they must build an
outstanding team that will work together passionately, humbly, and tirelessly toward the
accomplishment of the vision. These leaders don’t employ people simply for their ideas
or execution; they employ them for the collaborative value of what the team can
accomplish together. “[P]ulling together a team of like-minded people and giving them a
cause to pursue ensures a greater sense of teamwork and camaraderie” (Sinek 99).
Teams that bring about disruptive innovation need many things from their leader,
but perhaps the greatest is the protection that they need to work effectively. “Great
organizations become great because the people inside the organization feel protected. The
strong sense of culture creates a sense of belonging and acts like a net” (Sinek 105). This
protection involves different things, depending on the context. Most commonly, the team
needs the resources, space, and support of their leader.
They need the freedom to fail forward. “Failure, and particularly ‘failing fast,’ is
widely recognized as foundational to innovation…But as a leadership development
mechanism, embracing failure has been more talk than action. Appealing in concept, but
dangerous in reality” (Paese 58). In order for an organization to do this responsibly, the
leader must embrace failure while carefully managing the risks to the entire organization,
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ensuring that assignments are a good match for the capability of the leaders who may fail
(thus they will fail “small” instead of failing “big”). “[L]eaders can learn rapidly through
the thoughtful staging of smaller, less risky assignments that are also high-profile and
high-impact” (Paese 61).
Behaviors: Trustworthiness
The leader must demonstrate that he is worthy of his team’s trust, which is a key
currency of effective leadership of innovation. Staff will not give their best work to a
leader who they do not trust. “Trust is the bedrock for the advancement of our own lives,
our families, our companies, our societies and our species” (Sinek 103). Trust matters at
all levels of the organization, but “perhaps the most trusting relationship that exists is
between the visionary and the builder, the WHY-guy and the HOW-guy” (Sinek 142).
Trust is the key link between vision and implementation, and if this link is broken, the
disruptive innovation will almost certainly fail.
Attitudes: Passion for the Vision
The effective leader’s attitude is central, not only to her personal work, but also to
the success of her organization and any innovation that she seeks to bring. Since her most
important task is to have a clear vision for the future that she communicates effectively to
all relevant people, her attitude must inspire others to be passionate about that vision.
“Companies with a strong sense of WHY are able to inspire their employees. Those
employees are more productive and innovative, and the feeling they bring to work attracts
other people eager to work there as well” (Sinek 95). Thus, her personal passion for the
vision and her ability to communicate that passion to others will inspire them to do their
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best work to accomplish that vision. The leader’s attitude is consequently central to the
organization’s culture, which is a key element in attracting and retaining strong talent.
Attitudes: Positive Charisma
A positive attitude is different from a strong amount of energy. While no leader
will bring effective innovation without a strong dose of energy and endurance, team
members will quickly see through the leader who attempts to support his lack of charisma
with an extra dose of energy. “Energy motivates but charisma inspires…Charisma has
nothing to do with energy; it comes from a clarity of WHY. It comes from absolute
conviction in an ideal bigger than oneself” (Sinek 134). Charisma is much deeper than
energy and transcends the pendulum swings of momentum that an organization
experiences when bringing disruptive innovation.
Attitudes: Self-Awareness
Finally, the leader’s attitude must demonstrate a high level of self-awareness. The
leader who lacks a high level of self-awareness struggles with self-deception, which
“blinds us to the true causes of problems, and once we're blind, all the ‘solutions’ we can
think of will actually make matters worse” (Arbinger Institute xii). Leaders of innovation
are routinely relied upon to propose and implement solutions to the myriad of problems
that arise during innovation. If the leader lacks appropriate self-awareness, he will be illprepared for this task. Consequently, the innovation may fail—not on the innovation’s
own lack of merit but on the leader’s personal lack of self-awareness.
Leadership Styles
There is no “correct” leadership style for leading disruptive innovation, because
the style employed must first be compatible with the leader herself. Second, the style
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employed must be the right style for a particular season in the life of a particular
organization. The effective leader will adapt her style based upon the immediate and
long-term needs of her organization. However, models of certain styles will be most
effective in leading disruptive innovation. Three of these models that are particularly
relevant to the church (transformational, charismatic, and servant) are briefly addressed
in this section.
Transformational Leadership Model
Burns contrasted transactional versus transformational leadership (the first model
that is being addressed in this section). Transactional leadership is based on working for
compensation, high degree of management control, and fulfilling clearly defined tasks
(Burns 19). The company gives these things to the employee and the employee, in turn,
does his best to deliver on the expectations that the company has for him and his team.
While this practice is not evil (this practice is the model that most employees function
under), this practice is not effective for bringing disruptive innovation because the
demands are much higher than when a company is focused on ongoing maintenance and
sustaining innovation. For example, a sustaining church expects its pastor to preach
weekly sermons, visit the sick, and care for the existing congregation and facilities. While
the church may give lip service to the value of growth, the church pushes back upon a
pastor who seeks to lead growth and disruptive innovation. The expectations of this
church fit the transactional model effectively.
Transformational leadership, on the other hand, is a two-way relationship in
which “one or more persons engage with others in such a way that leaders and followers
raise one another to higher levels of motivation and morality” (Burns 20).
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Transformational leadership is less about the exchange of resources for time/energy/work
and more about a mutual engagement in bringing a higher level of value and excellence
to the organization and its work. “Transformational leadership is more concerned with
end values, such as liberty, justice, equality. Transforming leaders ‘raise’ their followers
up through levels of morality” (Burns 426). Thus, the goal is a relationship that is
mutually beneficial as it relates to the higher levels of working together which is much
deeper than a paycheck.
Both transformational and transactional models of leadership center around the
issue of motivation: what inspires employees to go above and beyond to give their best to
bring about change? Maslow's hierarchy of needs begins with basic physiological human
needs and climaxes with self-actualization: “those needs that deal with personal growth
and development” (Mack). The higher level needs can only be pursued once the lower
level needs have been sufficiently met. Thus, the transactional details of work (cash
compensation, time off, working environment, flexibility, and others) must be addressed
before true transformational leadership can take place.
Burns’ model of transformational leadership is helpful for the church, but this
model has been effectively critiqued as overly dualistic. For example, most church staff
see themselves as working for something much greater than a paycheck, but the
transitional nature of the job is also relevant to them. Thus, an either-or proposition
between the transactional and transformational models does not exist. Bass provided a
helpful critique to the excessive dualism of Burns' theory: “Most leaders do both, but in
different amounts” (Bass Leadership and Performance 22). Bass offered an expanded
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model of transformational leadership that includes four components: charisma,
inspirational motivation, intellectual stimulation, and individualized consideration.
Charisma. Leaders inspire followers to live out the vision of the organization.
“The charismatic leaders relate the work and mission of their group to strongly held
values, ideals, and aspirations, shared in common by their organization's culture” (Bass
Leadership and Performance 40). This way of being for the leader is ongoing and not just
a model that she subscribes to from time-to-time. In athletics, the coach’s personality
must continually exude charisma that inspires the team to respect him and give their best
to him at every practice and game.
In church leadership, charisma has an even greater value than charisma has in the
secular world. Charisma is a key catalyst of the church’s mission, which has been
established by Jesus:
And Jesus came and said to them, “All authority in heaven and on earth has been
given to me. 19Go therefore and make disciples of all nations, baptizing them in
the name of the Father and of the Son and of the Holy Spirit, 20teaching them to
observe all that I have commanded you. And behold, I am with you always, to the
end of the age. (Matthew 28.18-20)

Lead Pastors are called to have charisma as they continually relate the work of the church
to the mission of the church. This charisma is one of the demonstrations that the power of
the Holy Spirit is at work within the Pastor and the church. Charisma is more than mere
enthusiasm or passion, but rather a supernaturally-inspired charisma demonstrates God’s
power.
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Inspirational Motivation. Leaders get their teams excited about the vision and
accomplishing goals (Bass Transformational Leadership 5). Unlike charisma,
inspirational motivation is an ongoing, but not constant, task of the leader. In athletics,
inspirational motivation comes in the coach’s half-time pep talk. Inspirational motivation
is given both routinely and as needed in difficult situations.
The Lead Pastor has a variety of platforms to present such motivation, and the
pulpit is primary in terms of frequency and importance. The Pastor is given an incredible
gift of influence and opportunity when she steps into the pulpit each week to offer a word
from the Lord to a congregation who trusts her to clearly communicate God’s truth.
Preaching presents an opportunity for her to inspire the church to innovate as it grows in
faithfulness to Jesus’ mission of making new disciples of Jesus Christ for the
transformation of the world.
Intellectual Stimulation. “Intellectually stimulating leaders are willing and able
to show their employees new ways of looking at old problems, to teach them to see
difficulties as problems to be solved, and to emphasize rational solutions” (Bass et al.
21). Employees need to be stimulated both emotionally and intellectually. In athletics,
intellectual stimulation comes as the coach watches game-day footage with the team and
trains them through drills in practice that focus on their particular needs.
In the church, the pastor provides intellectual stimulation through Board meetings,
staff meetings, leadership trainings, and other meetings where vision is cast and the
congregation is challenged and inspired by the mission of Jesus. Many leaders have
wisely noted that “vision leaks,” thus the Pastor must repeatedly stimulate the
congregation to courageously innovate to fulfill Jesus’ mission.
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Individualized Consideration. The leader “gives personal attention, treats each
employee individually, coaches, and advises” (Bass et al. 21). While teams must be
managed as a whole, each staffer deserves and requires individual attention from the
leader because no two employees are alike. In athletics, this practice is the equivalent of
the coach working one-on-one during (or even after practice) with an athlete to help her
improve a particular skill or strengthen an area of weakness.
In the church, the Pastor is also responsible to mentor key leaders. Depending on
the size of the church, this responsibility may mean working with key lay leaders, staff,
and/or Board members. While the Pastor cannot and should not attempt to mentor all
leaders, he also cannot fully delegate the development of leaders to his subordinates.
Leadership development is one of the most important areas for creating, promoting, and
executing disruptive innovation in the church.
Charismatic Leadership Model
While charisma is an element of the transformational leadership model, charisma is
also possible to view as a unique model itself (the second model that is being addressed
in this section): the charismatic leadership model. German sociologist Max Weber
provided foundational work on charisma, which he defined as “a certain quality of an
individual personality by virtue of which he is set apart from ordinary men [sic] and
treated as endowed with supernatural, superhuman, or at least specifically exceptional
powers or qualities” (358). While Weber’s language may seem grandiose and
unattainable, some leaders exude such a strong element of charisma that it is almost
magnetic to others around them. This charisma inspires their team to buy into their vision
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and go to uncommon lengths to ensure that the vision is successfully executed. Conger
and Kanungo defined the charismatic leadership model using three stages of behavior:
Evaluation of Context and Environment. Charismatic leaders “actively search
out existing or potential shortcomings in the status quo” (Conger and Kanungo 53). This
practice is commonly known as creating a “burning platform” from which the
organization/market/individual needs to move (Hines 45-46). Tony Robbins has been
credited with saying: “We resist change until the pain of staying the same is greater than
the pain of change.” Christensen addressed the importance of creating this burning
platform, stating that research in cognitive psychology suggests that “if you take a
phenomenon to somebody and pose it to him as a threat, it elicits a far deeper response
than if you take the very same phenomenon and pose it as an opportunity” (Prewitt
interviewing Christensen). Consequently, a leader may wisely define the need for change
by showing how maintaining the status quo is a threat to the organization’s survival
instead of describing the blue-sky world that could be accomplished if the right steps are
taken. The leader must do this with integrity. Followers should realize the leader is not
threatening the individuals involved. Instead, she is helping them to understand the urgent
need for change.
Lead Pastors must responsibly create this “burning platform” that is required to
help the congregation understand the need for disruption. This requires caution and
integrity, as the church has a mixed reputation in this area (two negative examples are
“scaring the hell out of people” as a form of evangelism, and the prosperity gospel
promises of divine wealth given to donors as a form of fundraising). The Evaluation of
Context and Environment must be based on the mission of the church and the specific
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ways that the proposed disruption will empower the church to fulfill that mission. The
message must be compelling, not manipulative. In other words, if a person responds
positively to the call for innovation, the innovation should be spiritually beneficial for
them, not selfishly beneficially for the Pastor himself.
Casting Vision for Change. “The idealized vision, however, also makes such
leaders admirable persons deserving of respect and worthy of identification and imitation
by the followers” (Conger and Kanungo 54). This vision is the logical follow-up to the
creation of the burning platform. Once the followers understand the urgent need for
change, the leader must help them understand the vision for the specifics of that change.
This understanding may be painted in broad strokes, because there are many details to
sort out, but the vision must be clear and compelling.
Many Lead Pastors are gifted orators who present a compelling reason for change,
but they struggle to articulate a vision for how to carry out that change. For example,
“God wants to double our church in one year, so if everyone brings someone, we will
double.” While that is a valid mathematical equation, the equation is not a vision for
growth. The Lead Pastor needs to answer questions such as, “What systems will be
needed welcome the new guests?” What will be done to connect them within the life of
the church? How will the church’s core offerings be adjusted to adjust to the new repeat
guests?
The vision for change will not answer every detailed question about the future,
but the vision will inspire the organization to be holistically focused on the vision of
innovation and the efforts required from its leaders to execute the vision with excellence.
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Achieving the Vision by Building Trust. Followers must see that their leader
has a strong personal commitment to the vision and that she is willing to take risks for it
(Conger and Kanungo 55-56). No one will be as committed to the leader’s vision as she
is. Thus, the leader’s commitment to the vision must be the high-mark of commitment
within the organization. Building trust takes a combination of time and faithful, tireless
work by the leader. People will not follow a leader who they do not trust, and followers
must have an appropriate amount of trust in the leader before the disruptive innovation is
attempted.
The charismatic leadership model also demands that the leader have a clear focus
on the vision. “WHY-types are focused on the things most people can't see, like the
future. HOW-types are focused on things most people can see and tend to be better at
building structures and processes and getting things done” (Sinek 140). This fact does not
mean that the visionary’s charisma is more important than administrator’s execution of
details. “For every great leader, for every WHY-type, there is an inspired HOW-type or
group of HOW-types who take the intangible cause and build the infrastructure that can
give it life” (138). Both leaders need to have a strong level of charisma, but the charisma
will manifest itself in different ways.
The size of the church will dictate the means employed by the Lead Pastor to
build the necessary trust to lead the desired disruptive innovation. In medium and large
settings, the Lead Pastor will need to first build trust with a leadership team of innovators
and early adopters, and that team will work to build trust within the congregation as a
whole. This team will likely be stocked with a majority of WHY-type leaders, but the
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team will also need some HOW-type leaders to help define the large-scale infrastructure
that will be needed to establish trust.
Servant Leadership Model
Finally, the servant leadership model has been developed by Robert Greenleaf.
This model is clearly relevant to the church based on Jesus' own example of servanthood.
“For even the Son of Man came not to be served but to serve, and to give his life as a
ransom for many” (Mark 10.45). Servant leaders lead primarily by example and are
tested by the following:
Do those served grow as persons? Do they while being served, become healthier,
wiser, freer, more autonomous, more likely themselves to become servants? And
what is the least privileged in society; will they benefit, or, at least not be further
deprived? (Greenleaf 13-14)
Larry Spears expanded the model, describing ten key qualities of an effective
servant leader: listening, empathy, healing, awareness, persuasion, conceptualization,
foresight, stewardship, commitment to the growth of people, and building community
(27-79). Hunter provides an expanded definition of these qualities (55-56).
While the servant leadership model has the most direct biblical foundation, this
does not mean that the servant leadership model is preferred to the other models. In fact,
the servant leadership model is best understood as an over-arching leadership approach
and set of characteristics that all leaders should practice, so this model is valuable as an
additive to the Transformational Leadership Model and the Charismatic Leadership
model.
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Core Qualities of Effective Leaders Who Execute Disruptive Innovation
Leading disruptive innovation requires a more specific type of effective leader.
While massive variation exists in these qualities among effective leaders of disruptive
innovation, several qualities are consistently found in this specific type of leader.
Additionally, these qualities are not exclusive to leaders of disruptive innovation.
Characteristics of Leaders Who Initiate the Process of Disruptive Innovation
Specific leadership characteristics exist that are relevant to the initiation of a
disruptive innovation. Launching a new initiative of innovation is a challenging process
that is beyond the skillset of many experienced leaders. This list of five characteristics is
not exhaustive and focuses specifically on qualities that are beneficial to leaders of
disruptive innovation within the church.
Creativity. These leaders possess a willingness to go beyond working harder and
planning smarter because they need the creativity to see their organization from an
exterior point of view (Christensen, The Innovator's Dilemma 178). Hard, smart work is
essential to any effective leader, but the leader of disruptive innovation must be more
than an intelligent blunt-force instrument of work. She must be able to step back and have
creative objectivity about her organization, the market, and her own leadership abilities
and limitations.
Ego Strength. These leaders possess “the ego strength to move from a style of
‘confident and certain’ to ‘confident and uncertain’” and they are able to abandon “the
patriarchal leadership role of having all the answers” (Clubb 157). Ego strength is a
complex characteristic that is not accomplished by acts of education and effort alone. The
leader with a strong ego has done the upstream emotional work to understand his feelings
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and responses to specific stimuli. Often with the help of a counselor, he has processed the
pains of his past and has been able to move forward effectively.
Willingness to Fail. As the Silicon Valley adage says, “Fail early to succeed
sooner” (Brown and Katz 17). These failures must be calculated so that they do not
destroy the organization or its disruptive innovation, but failure must be an acceptable
possibility in the mind of the leader. Failure has been addressed in the Behaviors
subsection of the Core Qualities of Effective Leaders section, so this needs no further
explanation.
Constructive Conflict. While unhealthy types of conflict and ways of expressing
conflict exist, these leaders understand that constructive conflict and they build a culture
that celebrates it. “The ability to generate and weigh the merits of alternative or even
conflicting ideas plays a role in achieving innovation” (Clubb 159). General George S.
Patton was reported saying: “If everybody is thinking alike, then somebody isn't
thinking” (Clubb 159). These leaders are experts at navigating this conflict to ensure that
the conflict builds the culture of the organization, instead of tearing culture down as in
the case of unhealthy conflict.
Though leaders and followers can and must learn skills to manage conflict, this
management is more an art than a science. As leaders assess the sources of conflict, they
will also give attention to managing the conflict in a life-giving manner. This act requires
patience, wisdom, and a multitude of counselors as well as a great deal of humility,
because sometimes the leader's own broken humanity will be the source of the conflict
(Herrington et al. 9). The ability to cultivate and manage constructive conflict is truly rare
and requires a strong level of ego strength and character.
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Delivery on Promises. While this may seem obvious, delivery on promises must
never be overlooked. Trust is the key currency of leaders who bring disruptive
innovation, and broken promises erode trust and reduce the leader’s intangible capital to
innovate. Contrast the approaches to mobile music devices by Steve Jobs (founder and
CEO of Apple) and Steve Ballmer (second CEO of Microsoft). When Jobs released the
iPhone in 2007, Microsoft already had the Windows Mobile operating system on the
market for seven years. “Ballmer had Windows Mobile on the market way back when,
but it was never a great product, despite his repeated promises to make it better” (Klein).
Comparatively, Apple was a mere shadow of Microsoft in the early days of mobile but
Apple was saved by the invention of iTunes, which disrupted the music industry by
selling songs cheaply for digital download instead of by entire physical album. “While
Microsoft had an early head start making software for the portable music market, the
manufacturers it relied on to make devices weren’t very good at making great music
gadgets” (Klein). While Ballmer was promising excellence, Jobs was building excellence
and applying it to the music industry, and then to the mobile phone and PDA market.
Characteristics of Leaders that Maintain the Momentum of Disruptive Innovation
Specific leadership characteristics exist that are relevant to sustain the process of a
disruptive innovation. These skills are related to, but different from, the skills that were
needed to launch the innovation. This list of five characteristics is not exhaustive. The
list focuses specifically on qualities that are beneficial to leaders of disruptive innovation
within the church.
Impatience with the Status Quo. Continuing the contrast of Apple and
Microsoft, Jobs focused on products while Ballmer focused on profits. To be fair, Jobs
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had to focus on products because Apple had not built massive long-term revenue
producers like Office and Windows. Jobs said, “My passion has been to build an
enduring company where people were motivated to make great products. The products,
not the profits, were the motivation” (Allworth). Microsoft, on the other hand, is “a very
profitable utility, not a company that is a groundbreaking innovator. That explains why
Microsoft’s stock price hasn’t budged for more than a decade...it keeps losing to nimbler,
more creative rivals like Apple and Google” (Klein). Microsoft had all the resources to
invest deeply into mobile, but Microsoft failed to heed the S-curve of its existing
powerhouses and dive into the new market that would disrupt personal computing.
Acting Before it is Comfortable. “The only way to see the result is to take the
first step” (Clubb 160). Many leaders get stuck in analysis paralysis and miss the window
of opportunity for a new innovation. While the church does not require the speed of
innovation that the patent-based IT industry demands, churches notoriously miss
windows of opportunity by years (or even decades) because the leaders are paralyzed by
fear or pressure from key stakeholders who resist change.
Maintaining Organizational Agility. Innovation requires that an organization be
structured for change before change is demanded. Culturally speaking, this means that it
must be willing to accept imperfections along the way as it pursues innovation. “A
culture for change does not mean doing everything perfectly; it means doing everything
quickly, learning from it, then doing it differently” (Kanter 84). A balance is required,
because an insistence on perfection will always stifle innovation, but a tolerance for
sloppiness will destroy potentially successful innovations.
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Traditional methods…operate in a centrally planned and sequential manner,
where the components are predetermined and completed in order. That is
increasingly unworkable in today’s fluid world, where changing customer needs
require continuous adaptation…Agile is not just a project methodology, but rather
a deeper shift in organizational culture and ethos. (Zscheile 24-25)
Thus, the leader must continually build agility into the organization. The leader needs to
do more than be personally agile or to attempt to take on agility from time to time.
Ensuring Organizational Sustainability. Innovators sometimes mistakenly see
themselves as bold visionaries who fearlessly pursue innovation. While this method
makes for a few exciting tales of success, this method also leads to countless accounts of
failure. “Take the right action for the moment. Rarely must the next step be the ‘bet the
farm.’ Testing new actions or ideas in one part of the business can limit organizational
risk” (Clubb 160).
Combining Humility and Fierce Resolve. Jim Collins’ “Level 5 Leader”
“[b]uilds enduring greatness through a paradoxical combination of personal humility plus
professional will” (Level 5 Leadership 140). Personal humility and professional will is a
truly rare combination. Many leaders have one or the other (humility or fierce resolve).
Many who excel in humility tragically lack the seemingly maniacal drive toward the
fulfillment of the mission. Others have a fierce resolve, but their arrogance blinds them
from understanding their failures and can become toxic in their culture. Effective leaders
learn lessons through adversity and they share these learnings within their organization
(Clubb 161).
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Leading Innovation within the Church
Leading innovation within the church is not unlike leading innovation in the
business world in many ways. Thus, much attention has been given to relevant corporate
examples throughout this literature review. However, the church has some unique aspects
that deserve specific treatment. In this section, the Lead Pastor will be referenced as the
leader of the innovation, but situations exist where the Lead Pastor does not fulfill this
role, so the directives should be applied to that leader.
Building the Right Team
Unlike most companies, the church (typically) relies heavily upon unpaid servant
work to accomplish much of its mission. Consequently, innovation is a team sport at
churches. While businesses also innovate through the work of teams, church teams are
often made of people (servant or part-time staff) who have less time to devote to the
innovation; thus, more persons are needed. Teams that lead innovation must be
comprised of the right people, not just the most available people. This team makeup is
often challenging because these three types of people are often the busiest people within
the congregation. Leonard and Swap recommend that leaders build teams that are
comprised of people diversity in the following perspectives: know-what, know-how, and
know-who (167). The effective Lead Pastor will build robust teams of persons from each
of these categories.
Know-what (from experience or education). The know-what requires (among
other things) the combination of humility and fierce resolve described in the previous
section. Many pastoral leaders, knowingly or unknowingly, avoid people of expertise,
because they fear they may clash. “Rather than dismissing expertise as the enemy of
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innovation, consider blending different kinds of expertise for greater innovation”
(Leonard and Swap 168). Aligning with a team of non-experts who like the pastor may be
easier, but the innovation will be limited because the team is simply executing the
pastor’s vision.
Know-how (from various thinking-style preferences or from using different
processes). Once the team(s) of who will be responsible for leading the innovation are
assembled, the Lead Pastor will help them navigate the inevitable conflicts and
challenges that will come along the way, because people with necessary know-how may
not agree with one another, or they may align but my struggle to present their knowledge
in a way that is compelling to the late majority or laggards within the congregation.
The change process, by its very nature, creates conflict. A congregation with a
high level of spiritual and relational vitality can accept change and can manage
conflict in way that gives life. Conversely, a congregation with a low level of
spiritual and relational vitality will tend to manage conflict in ways that preserve
the status quo. (Herrington et al. 9)

While this is true, this understanding is only moderately helpful because the innovators
can only do so much to impact the overall spiritual maturity of the organization
(especially in the relatively short amount of time in which many innovations are
executed). However, good leadership will run to the problem and address it with love and
sincerity.
Know-who (from personal networks). Every congregation has a group of leaders
(whether positional or relational) who others rightfully trust and respect. Some of these
leaders (ideally those who are innovators themselves) essentially need to be part of the
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leadership team for a specific disruptive innovation because they have the credibility and
relational capital to influence the early adopters and early majority who will tilt the floor
of adaptation for the rest of the congregation.
Knowing the Local History of Innovation
The pastoral innovators should recognize that there are greater spiritual forces at
play that will impact the congregation’s receptiveness to the attempted innovation.
“Management cannot ensure innovation success but can influence its odds. The odds of
success increase with experience and learning from past trials” (Hunter 35). Thus, the
Lead Pastor must be aware of the challenges that have arisen in previous attempts at
innovation, and s/he must work proactively to avoid these same challenges and to help
the congregation grow spiritually so that the congregation is ready for the next
innovation.
Understanding the Congregational Lifecycle
All organizations have a somewhat predictable lifecycle, and the church is no
exception (Figure 2.6).

Figure 2.6. Church Life Cycle, Morgan.
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Morgan identifies the two most common places where churches get stuck and need to
innovate. The first comes on the uphill cycle of growth when the church has successfully
launched and gained momentum, and “has gotten stuck in strategic growth where the
church has started to outgrow its systems and structure. The church moves beyond a
personality and begins to require clear strategies to move forward” (Morgan). During the
launch and momentum growth phases, the charisma of the Lead Pastor’s persona and/or
vision may have been the key catalyst for growth. But strategic growth is much more
complex and requires the development of sustainable systems and ministry teams that
work synergistically and in congruence with the vision and culture of the church. This
task is not small, and many church planters need to move on at this stage because they
lack the necessary leadership skillset to take their church to the next level. This analysis
is not a critique; often moving on will provide the church planter with an opportunity for
them to plant again and grow the Kingdom through multiplication.
The second place where churches get stuck is on the downhill cycle of decline
when the church (often unknowingly) moves into the maintenance season. The church
may be blessed with financial health, a beautiful building, a “sufficient” staff (if such a
thing exists in the church), long-term faithful members, and many other resources. The
maintenance church may not understand that the church is actually in decline because
things “seem to be going pretty well.”
Disruptive Innovation within the Church
Much has already been written in this review about disruptive innovation within
the church, using principles that apply to both the marketplace and the church. The
sections below give a singular focus to the application of disruptive innovation within the
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church. These principles are additive to that which has already been discussed regarding
disruption.
Challenges Hindering Successful Disruptive Innovation within the Church
The church is often a place that does not seek out or celebrate disruptive
innovation. In fact, the church can be one of the most resistant types of organizations
when it comes to embracing disruptive innovation. This list of four types of resistance is
not exhaustive but addresses several major categories of resistance.
Theological Resistance. Some of this resistance is based upon a healthy
commitment to the orthodoxy of faith. “Doesn’t embracing innovation, especially
disruptive innovation, constitute a betrayal of tradition, and thus a departure from the
organization’s core identity and mission?” (Zscheile 25). No: the Judeo/Christian faith
tradition is inherently innovative as the earlier section of the literature review
demonstrated (creation, exodus, covenant, Noah, Abraham, Moses, Jesus, and many
others).
Naturally, a church must not be a place that is blown around by every new system
of belief, “so that we may no longer be children, tossed to and fro by the waves and
carried about by every wind of doctrine, by human cunning, by craftiness in deceitful
schemes” (Ephesians 4.14). However, in regards to the practical implementation of the
church’s vision, the church is not immune to the need for regular innovation and
improvement so that the church remains relevant in the ever-changing world. “Although
the path of engaging innovation is uncertain, risky, and demanding, the alternative…is far
more devastating: the wholesale loss of meaningful connection with emerging
generations and populations in American life” (Zscheile 26).
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Preference for Sustaining Innovation versus Disruptive Innovation. The
church often focuses only on sustaining innovation in order to “build upon existing
methods as in the transition from a pipe organ to a digital electronic organ” (Hunter 20).
While these sustaining innovations may seem significant to the church because of the
conflict and stress they cause, these changes mean little to the outside world. Sustaining
innovation is essential to the church, as it is to all organizations. However, seasons and
opportunities exist where disruptive innovation is needed within the church, and the
presence of sustaining innovation must not be used as an excuse to avoid disruption.
Lead Pastor Resistance. Ironically, resistance to disruptive innovation may also
come from the Lead Pastor—the one who should be leading the charge for it. However,
Lead Pastors are hired by the church itself or appointed through some system of
hierarchy, both naturally expecting that the pastor will not do things that will cause
significant risk or decline within the church. “Often, the expectation is that leaders will
bring a galvanizing vision that will catalyze growth in the face of intuitional decline,
though this growth must not require significant renegotiation of the congregation’s
established culture or it will be resisted” (Zscheile 19). In other words, “Change is fine as
long as it does not interfere with any of the things I love about my church.” Many Lead
Pastors lack the courage to address this challenge, and they acquiesce to maintaining the
status quo.
Lack of Desire for Outreach. This mindset can even impact the church’s
outreach to those who do not know Jesus. “While there is sometimes strong rhetoric
about evangelism or other efforts to recruit new members, the assumption is typically that
newcomers would be incorporated into foe congregation’s established life rather than
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disrupt or transform it” (Zscheile 20). In these situations, churches may behave like the
established companies that resisted chance in Christensen’s research (Zscheile 18). These
churches have experienced great historical success (at least in their own minds). This
limitation can exist in churches of all sizes, denominations, and cultures.
Characteristics Promoting Successful Disruptive Innovation within the Church
Disruptive innovation within the church may seem small compared with the
corporate examples cited in this literature review, but they are significant based upon the
smaller scale of a local church when compared to a multi-billion dollar company. Most of
the church disruptive innovations listed by authors would not meet Christensen’s tight
definition of disruptive innovation because they are not disrupting a market from the
bottom up. For example, Hunter cites a church that moved from staff offices to a virtual
office in order to repurpose its space to reach new people (20). Perhaps one of the
strongest examples of disruptive innovation was the addition of contemporary worship
that many churches adopted in the 1990s. Figure 2.7 illustrates this innovation on an Scurve where the blue line represents the appeal of Traditional Worship to the unchurched,
and the yellow line represents the appeal of Contemporary Worship to the unchurched:
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Figure 2.7. Worship Style S-curve.
The purpose of this illustration is not to suggest that Traditional Worship is
completely irrelevant to the unchurched (many unchurched or de-churched persons
appreciate the traditional music they heard in their childhood), but the changes in musical
tastes in earlier decades led to an acceptance of a variety of instruments and musical
styles that were not formerly welcome in church. Consequently, as many churches saw
the opportunity for a different style of worship, they (wisely) continued their Traditional
service while adding a new Contemporary service to reach new people. The following list
is not exhaustive but lays out three foundational characteristics which promote successful
disruptive innovation within the church.
Appropriate Timing. Consider the shaded elliptical area of Figure 2.7 (between
the top of the Traditional curve and the bottom of the Contemporary curve). An
effectively timed disruptive innovation begins before the decline of the former
innovation. This action seems like success, but the action may not be received as such:
if you get it right, something really bad seems to happen. The new S curve starts
to lift off just at the same time as the old one starts to slow into decline. To you
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that looks like your decision was justified – you anticipated the slowdown and
successfully started a new curve which will continue to rise. But to onlookers, it
looks like the new curve caused the decline of the old one. (Green)
A healthy tension must exist, however, because appropriate timing is always an essential
element of leading disruptive innovation. As stated above, an effectively timed disruptive
innovation begins before the decline of the former innovation, but it one must avoid
excessively accelerating the death of the former innovation.
Appropriate Resourcing. The leader may be accused of taking valuable
resources (personnel, money, and such) out of the old and investing them into the new;
thus, forcing the decline the of the old. This perception creates a key period of time when
leadership must courageously keep its attention on the vision and the future, not on the
complaints of those who cannot see it. “It is unhelpful, initially at least, to displace the
ongoing practices and patterns of congregational life by forcing the work of innovation to
the center. That will bring loss and conflict that will destabilize the organization before a
new future has been discerned” (Zscheile 28). In many instances, an innovation will
ultimately displace the former way of doing things though not always. In the example of
Contemporary Worship as a disruptive innovation, many churches have successfully
continued Traditional Worship while simultaneously starting a new Contemporary
service, often in a new physical area of the church. This continuation is advantageous as
the continuation does not force people who prefer Traditional to either attend a service
that they do not like or leave the church. The wise leader is courageous but also knows
how to count the cost and avoid unnecessary loss.
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Effective Prototypes. To this end, Brown recommends the use of prototypes for
responsible experimentation of a new idea. For example, a church might begin with a few
occasional Contemporary services that do not interfere with the Traditional service.
These services will allow leadership to work out the bugs, gauge interest within the
community, and generate positive energy around the idea before going all-in with the
new idea.
Core Qualities of Lead Pastors Who Effectively Lead Disruptive Innovation
Many qualities of leaders exist that will help them effectively lead disruptive
innovation, and these characteristics will vary between different leaders and contexts.
The following is a summary of characteristics and leadership styles that both bring about
and sustain disruptive innovation. This list of qualities is not comprehensive.
Essential Qualities
Willingness to Listen to Outsiders (Zscheile 23). The church does not exist for
itself because the church’s mission is to go into the world and make disciples (Matthew
28.16-20). Effective Lead Pastors listen to feedback from people in their community, not
only people in their church. This listening is done through under-cover worshippers,
professional consultants, new guest feedback, and relationships with pre-Christian people
within the community who will offer feedback about their understanding of the specific
local church.
Willingness to Experiment (Zscheile 23; Miller, Donald 169). Leaders should
conduct small-scale experiments to connect with outsiders in the community as simply
listening to people in the community is not enough. The church needs to actively reach
out to people in the community in innovative ways. Effective Lead Pastors will carefully
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experiment and refine the church’s efforts in order to best maximize the church’s
outreach resources.
High Tolerance for Failure (Zscheile 23; Miller, Donald 169). Failure is to be
expected at churches that practice disruptive innovation. The possibility of failure should
be calculated ahead of time when risks are assessed, and leaders must determine whether
the innovation is worth the risk. If failure does occur, failure was a known possibility and
a calculated risk and should not prohibit the church from future disruptions. Instead, the
effective leader will learn from the failure (failing forward).
Willingness to Improvise (Zscheile 23). The future is uncertain and plans do not
always work. Disruptive innovation, especially that which reaches new people, rarely
succeeds flawlessly on the first attempt. This outcome is different from failure in that the
innovation has succeeded at a level in which its ongoing existence is justified, despite the
fact that it did not succeed as planned. The leader must not abandon hope in the
disruption. Instead, she must learn from the areas that did not succeed and make changes
to the disruption itself. Being able to admit the need to make changes to the plan requires
humility and strategic thinking but is essential to most disruptive innovations that are
highly successful over time.
Enormous Drive (Zscheile 28; Miller, Donald 169). “Senior leaders in
congregations are responsible for sustaining the organization’s established life so that
enough stability and security exist for members of the congregation to risk learning and
experimenting” (Zscheile 28). Thus, these leaders are responsible for having the personal
and organizational discipline to build churches that will be resilient and successful over
the long-term. If the church stumbles in the short-term after a pastor leaves, this stumble
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indicates that the pastor lacked the discipline to manage/plan for the future beyond his
tenure.
Ability to Process Grief and Loss (Zscheile 29). While innovation is often
exciting to those who are innovating, innovation also can bring about grief and loss for
those who were deeply involved with the former way of doing things. “Massive loss is
involved as life in a faith community is reordered away from established patterns toward
new ones” (Zscheile 29). This loss is especially relevant in long-term members of historic
churches. The pastoral innovator cannot simply be a visionary or an engineer; he must
also be a spiritual shepherd (to some extent) who lovingly guides his flock through
change. However, the leader of disruptive innovation is not typically a pastor who is
highly focused on pastoral care, and he must ensure that this does not consume an
excessive amount of time. Otherwise, he will compromise his ability to lead innovation
and the end result will be more grief and loss when the innovation fails.
Personality Qualities
Bass and Riggio list the following personality characteristics that are linked to
transformational leadership, which is congruent with leading disruptive innovation (1821). This list is not exhaustive, nor are these characteristics required in all effective Lead
Pastors who bring disruption. The characteristics are from Bass and Riggio, the groupings
and comments after each are the researcher’s.
Outgoing, Extroverted, and Sociable. These characteristics help the leader
develop rapport and demonstrate charisma more effectively to groups. However,
introversion can be more effective at accomplishing these tasks in a small group or oneon-one environment. The Lead Pastor’s understanding and utilization of the assets and
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liabilities that his personality brings is more important than the specifics of his
personality itself. A variety of personality types can be effective in leading disruption.
Confidence and High Self-Esteem. These characteristics communicate a belief
in the organization and its ability to innovate. See also Kuhnert for a discussion of how
confidence and high self-esteem empowers them to make tough decisions that support
higher purposes than their own self-interests. This confidence must also be balanced by a
healthy dose of humility.
Positive, Optimistic, Emotionally Balanced, and Able to Cope with
Stressful/Complex Environments. These characteristics inspire others to want to
innovate and to believe in the potential of the innovations even when times get tough.
Leaders who lack these characteristics will struggle to demonstrate the necessary
charisma for the vision. They will also struggle to lead high-powered teams who bring
disruption, so these are essential characteristics for all leaders of disruptive innovation.
More Likely to be Risk Takers than Other Leaders. This characteristic,
combined with courageous wisdom, gives the leader the necessary boldness to innovate.
These risks must be appropriately calculated, but the leader must have faith in God’s call
and mission to take such risks in order to lead innovation. This willingness to take
calculated risks will likely have shown in other areas of the leader’s life.
Beliefs about Self
Goldsmith adds four key underlying beliefs of successful people, and these beliefs
are essential for leaders of disruptive innovation (42-47). These beliefs are related to, but
different from, some of the above characteristics. They are not exhaustive, but these
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beliefs cover a wide range of important beliefs. The list is numbered because the
sequence of these beliefs is important.
1.

I Chose to Succeed. The leader believes that she has a strong ability to
initiate her own process of success. Leading innovation is not simply
about luck and fate. The more a person is committed to believing that
something is true, the less likely she will be willing to change her beliefs
(even in the face of clear evidence that she is wrong). Cognitive
dissonance works in favor of successful people in most situations. Their
commitment encourages them to stay the course and not give up when the
going gets tough (Goldsmith 42). While this can be taken to an unhealthy
extreme (ignoring obvious facts that impede success), the successful
leader must have a belief that she has control over her personal success
and the success of her organization.

2.

I Can Succeed. The leader believes that he has the ability to succeed.
“Successful people believe they gave the internal capacity to make
desirable things happen” (Goldsmith 43). He sees opportunities when
others see threats. He does not see himself as a victim. He has a strong
internal locus of control, believing that he’s not just a cog in the wheel but
that he can impact the world around him.

3.

I Will Succeed. The leader expects to succeed. Goldsmith cites a study of
two hundred high-potential leaders that listed self-confidence as “one of
the top ten elements of effective leadership for leaders in the past, the
present, and the future” (Goldsmith 45). The self-confident leader also
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holds this same belief about other leaders in their organization who she
respects. However, this belief can also lead her to overcommit to
excessive “good opportunities” because she expects to be successful.
Over-commitment is one of the greatest potential dangers for successful
leaders.
4.

I Have Succeeded. The successful leader has a clear vision of what
success looks like, so he knows when he accomplishes it. “In a positive
way, successful people are delusional. They tend to see their previous
history as a validation of who they are and what they have done”
(Goldsmith 47). While this belief is a positive in many ways, this belief
can make change difficult because he may view the past in overly positive
ways, and he may also struggle to take negative feedback from others.

Leadership Styles
A variety of leadership styles exist that can be effective in pastoral ministry. Since
disruption is a team sport, some specific styles of leadership are most effective for the
specific demands that disruptive innovation brings. The following list of six is not
exhaustive, but the list describes some major categories that have proven to be effective.
Team-Focused. These pastors understand that “[t]he worst thing that leaders can
do is to assume sole responsibility for innovation, as if it were a technical fix rather than a
deeper adaptive challenge involving new learning on the part of everyone” (Zscheile 28).
The team should always be able to produce much more than the sum of its individual
parts because the value of the collaborative work is so great. “[S]elf-defining leaders are
transformational in the confidence with which they delegate to accomplish higher-order
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objectives. In the process, they help to move associates closer to becoming self-defining,
transformational leaders themselves” (Kuhnert 19). Most leaders delegate menial tasks,
whereas great leaders of disruptive innovation also delegate high-level tasks to team
members who are capable of handling the challenge.
Lead Pastors must support the work of disruptive innovation by bringing the team
together for discussion and dialogue, recognizing that the best innovation does not come
from an authoritative approach, but rather a sensing of where the energy is among the
people and a “negotiation of expectations and values on the part of the people” (Zscheile
29). Creating the environment for the team to succeed is a massive task, and the leader
must keep her focus on that instead of doing all the work of innovation.
Appreciation for Social Innovation. Leaders are also more focused on social
innovation (the way their team/organization works together) than on creating innovative
products. “To lead for innovation, then, does not mean…being a towering innovative
genius yourself. Rather, it means being innovative in the way you lead, manage, and
build your organization” (J. Collins, The Ultimate Creation 137). For example, a leader
may need to shift the staffing model of her church from one that is constructed primarily
of onsite full-time employees to a larger team of part-time staff and contractors who have
more flexibility. This social engineering is just as important as any outside innovation
because this process will open up the door for new outside innovations. “So look at the
way you spend your time. Are you creating the next great innovation, or are you creating
the environment that stimulates innovation?” (J. Collins, The Ultimate Creation 139).
Humility. The leader’s responsibility for leading the team of innovators is much
greater than her personal responsibility to innovate. “Leaders cannot be the primary
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innovators but must cultivate the environments in which people do the work of
interpretation, listening, experimentation, and adaptation” (Zscheile 28). The Lead Pastor
must be comfortable with stepping back and letting others lead at high levels, although he
must still be a key champion of the vision. He must also be willing to change his own
behavior if his behavior is not congruent with the needs of the team: “the ownership of
the behavioral change will have to come from the people who are changing their
behavior, not from an internal or external coach” (Goldsmith 48). While the practice of
listening to coaches and mentors is wise, the Lead Pastor must take ownership for doing
the hard work of changing himself when needed.
Flexibility. Some leadership styles are more effective than others but different
situations may call for the utilization or emphasis of one style instead of another. While
no leader can authentically utilize every style, leadership styles should be like tools in her
leadership toolbox. No craftsman can use every tool, but the best craftsmen will be able
to use a variety of tools.
[E]ffective leaders can flex their leadership style as needed: Few individuals
display a single style at all times. Instead, most individual leaders exhibit different
amounts of each style: directive or participative, task-oriented or relationsoriented, directive or participative, task-oriented or relations-oriented,
transformational or transactional. (Atwater & Bass 66)
Appreciation for Diversity of Opinions. The effective Lead Pastor who brings
disruptive innovation must listen to both long-term and new voices,
finding ways for two very different cultures to live together and to value each
other, because both need the other if they are to survive. The second curve needs
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the resources of the first to support its experiments, and the first curve needs the
second to succeed if it is to have any future at all. (Handy 24-25)
The classic example of a Traditional church that starts a Contemporary service is
relevant. Ideally, the Lead Pastor will find a way for both to live together as long as both
remain viable.
Self-Defining. Kuhnert adds helpful research about the Transformational SelfDefining Leader, which he defines as follows:
Major attributes
•

Concerned about values, ethics, standards, and long-term goals.

•

Self-contained and self-defining.

View of Others
•

Able to grant others autonomy and individuality.

•

Concerned about others without feeling responsible for their selfesteem.

Leadership Philosophy
•

Articulates clear long-term standards and goals.

•

Bases decisions on broad view of the situation, not just the immediate

Follower Philosophy
•

Give me autonomy to pursue broad organizational goals.

•

Do not ask me to compromise my own values or standards

Major Blind Spots in Delegation
•

Can be too self-contained and reluctant to delegate.

•

May become isolated in leadership role. (31)
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The above is an excellent comprehensive picture of the Lead Pastor who brings
disruptive innovation because this type of leader must be self-defining as she cannot
simply attempt to copy the various pieces of other leaders; she must be true to herself
while applying these general truths.
The Need for Disruptive Innovation within the Church
The case for disruptive innovation could fill an entire dissertation on its own
accord. The following categories cover a large number of subcategories that are not
stated. This list is not exhaustive.
The Church’s Numerical Decline
The percentage of Americans with no religious affiliation has risen “from about
five to seven percent in the pre-boomer generations who reached adulthood before 1960
to twenty-three percent of American adults today and a full third of those under age
thirty” (Putnam and Campbell 123). These people who identify as religious “nones” are
“more concentrated among young adults than other age groups – 35% of Millennials
(those born 1981-1996)” and they are younger (thirty-six years old on average) than the
average U.S. adult (forty-six years old) (Lipka “A Closer Look at America’s Rapidly
Growing Religious ‘Nones’”). Of these “nones” who were raised in a religion, 49percent
state that their lack of belief led them to stop participating in their religion, and 20
percent expressed a general opposition to organized religion (Lipka “Why America’s
‘Nones’ Left Religion Behind”).
The Church’s Changing Role within the Culture
Pastors can no longer assume that their church is a key part of its community and
that people will come simply because there is a church in town from their preferred
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denominational affiliation. Many churches that were once central parts of the community
are now seemingly invisible to those who live nearby but do not attend any events or
services at the church. Additionally, since many people are waiting later to marry and
have kids, if kids bring them back to church after they have departed during their earlier
adult years, they are returning much later in life.
The booming years of the 1950’s and 1960’s in the church are long gone because
the generational mindset has shifted dramatically.
The shared ethic of duty, obligation, and service that characterized the World War
II generation expressed itself through the formation of expanded committees,
ministries, and programs run and engaged by volunteers. Voluntary tithes and a
strong sense of institutional loyalty underpinned the financial model for
congregational life. (Zscheile 6)
Longing for the easier times accomplishes nothing for the pastor. However, the state of
society does not mean that there is no hope for reaching the younger generations. Rather,
the church’s approach must change.
For many people who do not attend church, “the primary need has shifted from
belonging to a religious organization to finding meaning identity, and purpose” (Zscheile
20). Thus, the church must innovate in order to provide these things as they are central to
faith in Jesus Christ.
Instead, churches are often seen as a place to learn morality. If the strength of the
church is simply teaching morality, then confirmation seems like a graduation from the
church instead of a deeper joining into the church (Smith and Snell 286). Morality is very
important but is not the whole of discipleship.
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Unfortunately, people who are actively involved in church are often no more
socially engaged than those who do not attend church (Ammerman 45). This underscores
the perception of unchurched or de-churched people that church is a force to make people
good but is also seen as unnecessary to that end (Zscheile 11). Tragically, this belief
misunderstands the purpose of the gospel and also demonstrates negative results when
God’s people do not live out the commands of the gospel to serve others.
The Church’s Need to Expand Beyond Its Walls
Although many Americans perceive themselves as religious and spiritual, they
focus less on church affiliations and more on “experience, belief, and practice
increasingly likely to unfold outside and apart from organized faith communities”
(Zscheile 8). Consequently, the church must meet people where they are and offer
opportunities that are relevant. This assumption is a large disruption from the former
assumption that “if we build it, they will come.”
The local church must understand that the church is competing with many other
sources of spiritual content. Televangelists (also found online as the medium has shifted
away from television), TED talks, online church, and yoga/Zen/meditation at the health
club are all much more easily accessible and "cheap" to people who are searching for
meaning and fulfillment in life. The church must continually prove her purpose,
attractiveness, and relevance in the face of these changes.
External Guidance for Churches who are leading Disruptive Innovation
Two primary situations exist that should inspire a church to consider the
assistance of external guidance that would help them succeed in conquering the
challenges of leading effective disruptive innovation. First, the Lead Pastor and other
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central leaders may lack the necessary skillsets to lead the particular disruptive
innovation(s) that the church needs. The wise and humble leader will recognize this and
will confidently ask for assistance. Second, the Lead Pastor and other central leaders may
lack the leadership capital within the congregation that is needed to lead the disruptive
innovation. This situation is most commonly faced in churches with the unfortunate
combination of the need for quick disruptive innovation, plus they have a relatively new
Lead Pastor. This situation can be a particularly strong opportunity for external guidance
because the situation gives credibility to the process of change that the church so
desperately needs.
External guidance gives both credibility and expertise to the process of disruptive
innovation when the Lead Pastor supports and follows good guidance faithfully.
However, credibility and expertise are just the beginning because she may also have to
make difficult decisions about stopping things that distract from or compete with the
disruptive innovation. Problems occur when consultants are leading the process of change
with the pastor's endorsement and empowerment, but the pastor also continues to lead the
existing programs (Herrington et al. 9).
Many coaches and groups who offer external guidance for leading innovation
exist, and the following model lays out a path that is commonly followed by these guides.
The Leadership Network's Congregational Transformation Model outlines the following:
1. Making personal preparation—the leader cannot abdicate the responsibility of
leading disruptive innovation even though he is receiving outside assistance.
He must still be personally prepared for the innovation and all that the
innovation entails.
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2. Creating urgency—the congregation must understand the “burning platform”
that calls for change.
3. Establishing the vision community—disruptive innovation cannot thrive with
a “Moses on the mountain” vision that is the leader’s personal passion. Vision
must be interpreted and implemented through the community of leaders.
4. Discerning the vision and determining the vision path—this is a process of
listening, analyzing, and planning the process/steps of the innovation.
5. Communicating the vision—the leader must continually help the congregation
and other leaders to understand the vision and to be inspired by it.
6. Empowering change leaders—the leader must equip other key leaders by
giving them the coaching, encouragement, authority, and support that they
need to lead change.
7. Implementing the vision—the vision must be actionable, and the leader must
keep the team on track in the ups and downs of implementation.
8. Reinforcing momentum through alignment—the leader must ensure that the
team(s) remain on the same page and that they remain passionate about the
vision for disruptive innovation (Herrington et al. 13).
External experts will help guide the Lead Pastor (and often the Leadership Team/Board)
in the implementation of these steps or a similar version of these steps.
Finally, the external consultants and the leader must be committed to the longhaul of leading the disruptive innovation. “When asked how long it takes to transform a
congregation, we always reply that there is no simple answer. The transformation of an
existing congregation is never a quick or easy process” (Herrington et al. 12). Thus, any
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program of external guidance must be given appropriate time to bring about the
innovation (although not excessive time because the leaders can become overly reliant
upon outside guidance if the process is not completed in a time-frame that is appropriate
to the innovation).
Missional Church Consultation Initiative (MCCI)
The MCCI is the external consultation initiative that provided the study group for
this research. It is
an intensive consultation and clergy coaching model designed to intervene in
local churches that are currently plateaued, are in decline, or are on the way “up”
but not sure what should come next -- and have the pastoral leadership and
potential resources to jumpstart a new life cycle of ministry fruitfulness (Nilson
Kibbey).

MCCI churches are selected by invitation from their Bishop, and all costs are
funded by their United Methodist Annual Conference. MCCI is a two to three year
process of intensive coaching and leading change that is prescribed by the MCCI team.
This team reviews a large amount of data from the church, intentional undercover
worshippers, and interviews/focus groups. The team then writes a report that includes
five strengths, five weaknesses, and five prescriptions for the church.
The church has thirty days to review and formally discuss this report, and then its
members vote to move forward or to discontinue the MCCI process (a 75 percent
favorable vote is required). If the vote is favorable,
the pastor along with unpaid teams lead the implementation of the prescriptions,
with the assistance of “prescription coaches” (ministry leaders who already have a
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successful track record in their own setting with that prescription) to help guide
and advise (Nilson Kibbey).

The Lead Pastor is responsible for the implementation of the prescriptions according to
the plan and timeline laid out in the MCCI report.
Research Design Literature
This pre-intervention project utilized an exploratory, mixed-methods approached
that employed a questionnaire (Leading Change Questionnaire), an interview (Lead
Pastor Core Characteristics Interview), and a focus group (Lead Pastor Core
Characteristics Key Staff/Ministry Leaders Focus Group). The Questionnaire collected
both quantitative and qualitative data, while the Interview and Focus groups collected
qualitative data. The Interview and Focus Group allowed “people to describe their
situations and put words to their interior lives, personal feelings, opinions, and
experiences that otherwise are not available to the researcher” (Sensing 103).
Research confirms that this combination of quantitative and qualitative data
expands the knowledge base and provides a more enhanced understanding of the research
problem than either qualitative or quantitative data could have alone (Creswell 22). These
instruments also effectively utilized Sensing’s five characteristics of qualitative research
to best accomplish the goals that were established in the purpose statement (57).
Summary of Literature
The literature review explored examples of disruptive innovation found
throughout the Old and New Testaments to demonstrate that disruptive innovation has
always been an essential component of the individual and corporate lives of God’s
people. The story of Saul’s conversion was explored in depth to provide a fuller
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understanding of how Christian conversion can be the most powerful disruption that a
person may experience.
This naturally led to the exploration of the theological underpinnings of disruptive
innovation. While innovation is an amoral issue, the literature illustrated God’s disruption
of human sin which brought about the opportunity for all people to be saved through
personal forgiveness through Jesus Christ.
Clayton Christensen is the primary source of disruptive innovation theory, so his
work was explored in great depth (both his works and the works of his followers).
Literature was also explored that expanded his definition to be broader than his marketbased definition. This distinction is important for the church because the church’s
disruptive innovations often do not meet Christensen’s definition that focuses on the
marketplace, especially as Christensen’s definition relates to industries that are more
technological than the church. However, the concept of disruptive innovation is deeply
relevant to the work of the church as the biblical and theological foundations
demonstrate.
To better focus on the purpose of this research, leadership literature was reviewed,
especially that of Bernard Bass and Simon Sinek. These authors focused on the role of
the central leader (the Lead Pastor in this research) as an agent of innovation.
Additionally, literature was explored that discussed the role of disruptive
innovation within the church. While business/marketplace examples abound, less
literature is present in relation to the church which underscores the importance of this
study. However, ample literature was reviewed to support the need for disruptive
innovation in the church and to discuss the role of the Lead Pastor in such innovation.
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Finally, literature was reviewed that discussed the role of external consultants in
the process of disruptive innovation in the church. This review concluded with an
explanation of the MCCI program that supplied the study group for this research. This
literature review supported the study of MCCI churches to identify qualities within the
Lead Pastor that correlate with disruptive innovation within local multi-staff churches.
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CHAPTER 3
RESEARCH METHODOLOGY FOR THE PROJECT
Overview of the Chapter
Chapter Three provides a detailed description of this study of multi-staff churches
in the MCCI that experienced disruptive innovation. I provided a review of the project
and introduced three instruments that were utilized to obtain data from the relevant
churches. Each instrument provided answers to each of the three research questions. I
explained which questions in each instrument relate to each specific research question.
The context and participants are generally described (since they come from a variety of
churches in a variety of local contexts). The methods of instrumentation, data collection,
and data analysis are described and relevant ethical concerns are addressed.
Nature and Purpose of the Project
The purpose of the research was to identify the qualities within the Lead Pastor
that correlate with disruptive innovation within local multi-staff churches in the MCCI.
Churches are living organisms that must innovate in order to effectively carry out Jesus’
call to make new disciples (Matthew 28.18-20). This innovation must not be approached
as merely a human effort; effective innovation should be the work of the Holy Spirit who
guides the church through effective leadership from the Lead Pastor.
However, widely varying levels of pastoral success exist in bringing about
disruptive innovation, even though each pastor seeks to follow the guidance of the Holy
Spirit as s/he leads change. Consequently, there is value in studying those pastors who
have effectively led disruption in order to determine if there are consistent qualities
within Lead Pastors that correlate with effective disruptive innovation. This research
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studies Lead Pastors who have effectively led disruptive innovation within the church by
understanding their behaviors, attitudes, and characteristics that may have led to effective
disruptive innovation.
Research Questions
The following three questions guided this study in describing the qualities of Lead
Pastors that may lead to effective disruptive innovation within the church.
Research Question #1 (RQ1). What are the attitudes of the Lead Pastor that
positively impact the disruptive innovation within the church?
The data collected for this question provides insights into the attitudes of the Lead
Pastor relating to success in leading disruptive innovation. Question numbers 17, 18, 19,
21, 25, and 28 from the Leading Change Questionnaire address the attitudes that are
being sought by RQ1. Question numbers 1, 2, and 3 from the Lead Pastor Core
Characteristics Interview address the attitudes that are being sought by RQ1. Finally,
question number 1 from the Lead Pastor Core Characteristics Key Staff/Ministry Leaders
Focus Group addresses the attitudes that are being sought by RQ1.
Research Question #2 (RQ2). What are the behaviors of the Lead Pastor that
positively impact the disruptive innovation within the church?
The data collected for this question provides insights into the actions of the Lead
Pastor that relate to success in leading disruptive innovation. Question numbers 9, 10, 11,
12, 14, 15, 23, 24, and 27 from the Leading Change Questionnaire address the behaviors
that are being sought by RQ2. Question numbers 4 and 5 from the Lead Pastor Core
Characteristics Interview address the behaviors that are being sought by RQ2. Finally,
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question numbers 2 and 3 from the Lead Pastor Core Characteristics Key Staff/Ministry
Leaders Focus Group address the behaviors that are being sought by RQ2.
Research Question #3 (RQ3). What characteristics (behaviors and attitudes) of a
Lead Pastor lead to successful disruptive innovation within the church?
The data collected for this question provides deeper insights into the overarching
characteristics of the Lead Pastor that relate to success in leading disruptive innovation.
Question numbers 13, 16, 20, 22, 26, 29, and 30 from the Leading Change Questionnaire
address the characteristics that are being sought by RQ3. Question numbers 6, 7, and 8
from the Lead Pastor Core Characteristics Interview address the characteristics that are
being sought by RQ3. Finally, question numbers 1, 4, 5, and 6 from the Lead Pastor Core
Characteristics Key Staff/Ministry Leaders Focus Group address the characteristics that
are being sought by RQ3.
Ministry Contexts
While the demographics of each congregation vary greatly, the congregations
have contextual similarities in that they are United Methodist churches in the United
States that have either completed or are currently participating in the MCCI. The Lead
Pastors have all received “new ministry leadership skills training each month for the
pastors in the Initiative (80 plus hours total throughout the year, along with accountability
for implementation back home at their churches)” through the MCCI (Nilson Kibbey),
and some of the key leaders within the church have also received training through the
MCCI.
Each church was recommended by the respective District Superintendent because
the church met two criteria. First, the Superintendent believes the church has the
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geographic and missional capacity to make changes to greatly improve the church’s
ability to carry out their mission of making new disciples of Jesus Christ for the
transformation of the world. Second, the Superintendent believes that the church is
underperforming and needs to develop a new curve of growth. Thus, these churches are
excellent examples of Christensen’s S-Curve principle, which recommends that leaders
should innovate “when they sense that the limits of their existing technologies may have
been reached” (Christensen, The Innovator’s Challenge 10). These churches have peaked
from their best days, but they also have sufficient vitality for disruption that may lead to
their next curve of growth and increased health.
Consequently, each church is intentionally primed for change. The church is
aware of the challenges and opportunities and has determined that it is time to move
forward. The church is not doing so because it is a recipient of MCCI-sponsored
coaching and training. Also, the church has experienced significant change, because the
church has been given an aggressive plan of innovation with deadlines and has been
implementing this plan.
The cultural similarities also extend into the pre-work that each church completed
in order to participate in the MCCI. Each congregation submitted a substantial amount of
data (demographics, historical information, historical and current staffing, samples of
current communications tools, attendance and financial records) that the MCCI
Consultation Team reviewed. Soon after receiving that data, the Team visited the church
for a weekend and conducted a semi-structured interview with the Lead Pastor, semistructured interviews with at least fifteen influential members of the congregation, and at
least three semi-structured focus groups. The Team then reviewed that data and wrote a
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report with five strengths, five weaknesses, and five prescriptions. The Team presented
that data to the congregation in the weekend worship service(s) and the congregation had
two town hall meetings to discuss the prescriptions. Within sixty days, each of these
congregations voted by at least 75 percent to accept the entire report and receive several
prescription coaches to assist with the implementation. The coaches and MCCI Director,
Sue Nilson Kibbey, continued to work with the Lead pastor as s/he implemented the
prescribed changes. Having participated in a comparable form of pre-work, the churches
share a cultural similarity of expectation of change and preparedness to innovate.
However, a great deal of cultural differences exists as one would expect when
comparing churches. The churches vary in size (however, they all have multiple ministry
staff members), location, demographic makeup, worship style, age of church itself, and
they represent a variety of theological positions within the United Methodist umbrella.
Consequently, not many cultural similarities exist that can be established beyond the
MCCI process in which the churches have participated.
The Lead Pastors share a few cultural similarities. They are all ordained Elders or
Licensed Local Pastors in the UMC. All have been identified by their District
Superintendents as leaders who are cable of leading change within their respective
congregations. All have passed a coach-ability assessment given by the MCCI Director.
They have all led their churches through a minimum 75 percent acceptance vote of their
MCCI report and thus they have received a year of training and ongoing coaching from
the Prescription Coaches that the MCCI provided. However, they vary in age, gender,
compensation level, experience level, and theological positions that they hold (within the
UMC umbrella).
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Participants
Participants in the study are either Lead Pastors who led a specific effective
disruptive innovation, or they are individuals who were involved in that innovation that
qualified their churches for this study as verified by the Lead Pastor. All participants have
direct interaction with and knowledge of the Lead Pastor and are familiar with the MCCI
and their church’s involvement in it.
Criteria for Selection
Churches in the study were MCCI congregations who had effectively led a
disruptive innovation that led to a growth of at least 20 percent within a three-year period
in some aspect of their church. This research included twelve churches who responded
positively to the invitation to participate. The MCCI Director identified them as having
successfully led this disruptive innovation.
Every qualifying Lead Pastor was invited to take the Leading Change
Questionnaire. The researcher read each Questionnaire anonymously (names were
removed by Nicole Downing, Administrative Assistant) and selected the top five
churches that meet the criteria to participate in the Lead Pastor Core Characteristics
Interview (taken by five Lead Pastors) and the Lead Pastor Core Characteristics Key
Staff/Ministry Leaders Focus Group (taken by up to six laypersons and/or church staff at
each church—thus up to thirty total—who were actively involved in the innovation or the
governance of the church.)
Description of Participants
Invitation to this study was given to both males and females, age eighteen and
older, who are laity or clergy. The participants had a variety of education levels ranging
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from high school graduate to advanced degrees. Some were paid church staff, others were
unpaid volunteers. They had been Christians for a variety of years. They came from a
variety of ethnic backgrounds.
The Lead Pastors from all the churches who the MCCI Director identified
comprised the first group of participants who took the Leading Change Questionnaire.
They are ordained Elders in the United Methodist Church who are successfully
participating in the MCCI, which includes specialized training, coaching, and
accountability in leading change. The second group was comprised of the five pastors
who lead the five churches that I anonymously selected for deeper study and who also
took the Lead Pastor Core Characteristics Interview. The third group was comprised of
up to six persons from each of the five churches who participated in the Lead Pastor Core
Characteristics Key Staff/Ministry Leaders Focus Group.
Ethical Considerations
For the five churches selected for deeper study, both the Lead Pastor and the
Administrative Council or Board (depending on the relevant governance structure) of
each church approved the church’s participation in this study, and all participants’
involvement was voluntarily, and uncompensated. All participants were free to
discontinue participation at any time. No minors participated in the study. Each
participant was assured that confidentiality would be kept, personal identities would be
protected, and all signed informed consent agreements (Appendix E). Anonymity was
protected as the identity of each church, pastor, and participant was kept confidential
(persons and churches were identified by consistent numbers). The researcher ensured
that Lead Pastors had no access to the data received from the Lead Pastor Core
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Characteristics Key Staff/Ministry Leaders Focus Group and the Leading Change
Questionnaire, and the laypersons had no access to the data received from the Lead
Pastor Core Characteristics Interview and the Leading Change Questionnaire. The
possibility also exists that the Lead Pastor would not know who participated in the Lead
Pastor Core Characteristics Key Staff/Ministry Leaders Focus Group because she or he
may have given more names to the researcher than the researcher chose to include. These
steps ensured the confidentiality of data between employees and their employer. All
persons who assisted me (transcriber, administrative assistant, and MCCI director) signed
confidentiality agreements as did the members of the focus group (Appendix E).
Instrumentation
Three researcher-designed instruments were used to collect data in this study. The
first is the Leading Change Questionnaire, the second is the Lead Pastor Core
Characteristics Interview, and the third is the Lead Pastor Core Characteristics Key
Staff/Ministry Leaders Focus Group.
First, the Leading Change Questionnaire is a researcher-designed instrument that
utilizes thirty questions to collect both quantitative and qualitative data. All participants
took this Questionnaire. The first section (Invitation to Participate) explains the study and
includes one question which is the informed consent disclosure. The second section
(Demographic Information) contains seven closed-ended questions that collect relevant
demographic information. The third section (Information About Change) contains five
closed-ended questions and two open-ended questions, all of which collect information
about the disruptive innovation itself. The closed-ended questions utilize a four-point
Likert scale. The fourth section (Pastor Information) collects data about the Lead Pastor’s
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role in the innovation, using a four-point Likert scale (six questions), multiple choice
(five questions), and ranking (four questions that ask the participant to rank data, from the
three previous multiple choice questions and then one that ranked the core areas of MCCI
Pastor training). The Lead Pastor took the same questionnaire and thus her/his data was
self-reflective. The questionnaire was administered online using SurveyMonkey.com.
Second, the Lead Pastor Core Characteristics Interview is a semi-structured,
researcher-designed interview that contained eight open-ended questions and up to three
prompts. The semi-structured format empowered the interviewer to ask relevant followup questions as needed to better understand the Lead Pastor’s attitudes, behaviors, and
characteristics, along with their relationship to the effective disruptive innovation. These
open-ended questions “establish the territory to be explored while allowing the
participant to take any direction he or she wants” (Seidman 69). However, the interview
retained its semi-structured nature because the sequence of the predetermined questions
that I had established ensured that the necessary information for research was obtained
(Sensing 107). The five Lead Pastors of the churches that I selected for deeper study were
interviewed. I administered the interview using Facebook Messenger video chat; the
interview lasted up to one hour.
Third, the Lead Pastor Core Characteristics Key Staff/Ministry Leaders Focus
Group is a researcher-designed instrument that follows a semi-structured format for focus
groups and includes six open-ended questions that are similar to the questions from the
Lead Pastor Core Characteristics interview. Each of the five focus groups was comprised
of between three and six leaders of the churches that I selected for deeper study. I
selected these people by asking the Lead Pastor to name the key leaders who were
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involved in the successful disruptive innovation. I administered the focus groups at the
local church where the disruptive innovation occurred via Facebook Messenger video
chat.
Expert Review
Each instrument was created by the researcher to collect data for each of the three
Research Questions. All three instruments were submitted to the following four experts
for review and critique:
1. Dr. Verna Lowe, Senior Manager of Compliance for Educator Preparation at
Western Governors University, who provided feedback from her expertise on
innovation and research study design. Dr. Lowe is also my mentor for this study.
2. Dr. David Gyertson, Associate Provost and Dean of the Beeson School of
Practical Theology at Asbury Theological Seminary, who provided feedback from
his expertise in academic research and leadership.
3. Rev. Dr. Thomas Tumblin, Associate Provost for Global Initiatives & Academic
Affairs and Professor of Leadership at Asbury Theological Seminary, who
provided feedback from his expertise in innovation studies.
4. Rev. Sue Nilson Kibbey, Director of the Office of Missional Church
Development at the West Ohio Conference of the United Methodist Church, who
provided expertise from her knowledge as Director of the MCCI and her
extensive work in consulting and coaching with over 150 churches and their
pastors.
Each expert received a documentation package (Appendix A) that presented a brief
summary of the study, purpose statement, research questions, definition of terms, and the
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three instruments. The package also included a detailed evaluation form that requested
their feedback on each of the questions. I evaluated that feedback with the dissertation
mentor and made several relevant modifications as listed below.
Leading Change Questionnaire
All question numbers are from the final version of the Questionnaire, because
some of the numbers changed as a result of expert reviewer feedback. Utilizing Dr. David
Gyertson’s feedback, I made the following changes:
•

I moved the sentences in Question 1 about confidentiality to a new paragraph and
expanded my explanation to ensure that participants understand that the presented
data will only be presented in anonymous format, and that the raw data will be
kept confidential.

•

I made the recommended formatting fixes for Questions 16, 17, 20, and 21.

•

I changed Question 21 from “How does the Pastor feel about risk?” to “How do
you believe the Pastor feels about risk?”

•

For Questions 25-27, I added “Please check all that apply” as the last sentence in
each question.

•

For Question 28, I added the phrase “from 1 = most important to 9 = least
important” to end of the question.

•

For Questions 29-30, I added the phrase from “1 = most important to 7 = least
important” to the end of the question.

Utilizing Rev. Sue Nilson Kibbey’s feedback, I made the following changes:
•

Several of the questions refer to “the change.” Rev. Kibbey wisely observed that
some laypersons might be confused by which change was being addressed. In
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order to name this change while maintaining consistent instrumentation, Nicole
Downing (Administrative Assistant) defined “the change” in the email that was
sent out to each church. The Lead Pastor of that church wrote the definition of
“the change” to ensure accuracy and local understanding of the wording of the
instrument.
•

I changed the first option of Question 8 from “I am an unpaid servant (volunteer)
in the ministry area where growth occurred” to “I am a volunteer in a ministry
area where growth has occurred.”

•

I changed the second option of Question 8 from “I serve on the SPRC/Board” to
“I serve on the Staff-Pastor Relations Committee/Board/Administrative Council.”

•

I changed Question 19 from “How confident is the Pastor in her/his ability to lead
change?” to “How confident do you believe the Pastor is in her/his ability to lead
change?”

•

I deleted Question 22 and created a new question (which is now Question 30)
because I changed it from a multiple-choice question to a ranking question. This
question had asked, “Is the Pastor more of an administrative or visionary leader?”
However, the MCCI trains pastors on three Primary Leadership Components
(Administrator, Visionary, and Spiritual Shepherd) so Question 22 was excluding
this important area. The new Question (number 30) reads “Arrange these
leadership characteristics of pastors in their order of importance in your Pastor’s
ministry as it relates to leading change.” The three characteristics listed are Vision
Crier, Systems/Tasks Administrator, and Spiritual Shepherd.
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•

I changed the first option of Question 24 (Question 25 in the first draft) from
“Times changes appropriately” to “Strategically directs the timing of change.” I
also added the following option: “Creates a sense of urgency for the changes
needed.” These changes are reflected in the parallel Question 27 (Question 28 in
the first draft), which lists the same options.

•

For Question 26 (Question 27 in the first draft), I added the following option:
“Sense of urgency.” This change is reflected in the parallel Question 30 (which
lists the same options).

Utilizing Dr. Tom Tumblin’s feedback, I made the following changes:
•

For the Invitation to Participate, I changed “A number or initials will be used
instead of your name” to “A number will be used instead of your name.”

•

For the Invitation to Participate, I changed “no one will be angry if you do not
participate if you change your mind later” to “no one will be offended if you do
not participate if you change your mind later.”

•

For Question 27 (Question 26 in the first draft), I changed the typo “chances” to
“changes.”

Utilizing Dr. Verna Lowe’s feedback, I made the following changes:
•

For Question 16, I changed the options to “Very hands-off,” “Somewhat handsoff,” “Somewhat hands-on,” and “Very hands-on.”

•

For Question 17, I changed the question from “How does the Pastor’s (sic) feel
about change?” to “How do you believe the Pastor feels about change?” Also, I
changed the option to “Proceeds with caution when leading change” to
“Selectively chooses level of involvement when leading change.”
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•

For Question 21, I changed the options to “Risk is rarely necessary,” “Risk is
occasionally necessary,” “Risk is sometimes necessary,” and “Risk is often
necessary.”

Lead Pastor Core Characteristics Interview
Utilizing Dr. David Gyertson’s feedback, I expanded the Methodology section of
Chapter 3 to better explain how I minimized interviewer bias and ensured consistency
from interview to interview. In Question 2, I changed the words “scared you” to “made
you hesitant.”
Utilizing Dr. Verna Lowe’s feedback, I made the following changes:
•

I deleted the word “things” from Questions 1 and 2.

•

I changed Question 5 to “What things did you not do to promote change?”

•

I changed “Greatest strengths” in Question 6 to “Personal strengths.”

•

I changed “Greatest weaknesses” in Question 6 to “Personal weaknesses.”
Rev. Sue Nilson Kibbey and Dr. Tom Tumblin did not recommend any changes

to this instrument.
Lead Pastor Core Characteristics Key Staff/Ministry Leaders Focus Group
Utilizing Dr. David Gyertson’s feedback, I changed Question 1 from “What
things motivated your Pastor to lead this change?” to “What things do you believe
motivated your pastor to lead this change?”
Utilizing Dr. Verna Lowe’s feedback, I made the following changes:
•

I deleted the word “things” from Questions 1 and 2.

•

I changed Question 5 to “What things did you not do to promote change?”

•

I changed “Greatest strengths” in Question 6 to “Personal strengths.”
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•

I changed “Greatest weaknesses” in Question 6 to “Personal weaknesses.”
Rev. Sue Nilson Kibbey and Dr. Tom Tumblin did not recommend any changes

to this instrument.
Reliability and Validity of Project Design
Reliability. The design of each instrument followed a consistent pattern of
development and the format is familiar to the participants. The administration process
was described to ensure consistent implementation and SurveyMonkey.com was used for
one instrument. The Expert Review Panel agreed that all questions on all three
instruments are necessary. When language was marked as unclear, I edited it (according
to the feedback received) to correct the problem. All instruments were created to
ascertain the necessary data without undue inconvenience or extended time for
participants. Participants were free to take the Leading Change Questionnaire whenever it
was convenient for them (within a three-week window of time). The Lead Pastor Core
Characteristics Interview was scheduled at a time chosen by the Lead Pastor. The Lead
Pastor Core Characteristics Key Staff/Ministry Leaders Focus Group was held at a
convenient and familiar location (the church where the participants attend regularly) at a
time recommended by the Lead Pastor. Consideration was given to these details so that
participants would not be tired or frustrated by logistical issues, which would have
interfered with the reliability of the data. Also, I ensured a minimum 25 percent response
rate for each instrument. Finally, I conducted every interview and focus group to ensure
consistency in gathering the qualitative data. The same semi-structured protocol and
recording procedures were followed in each interview and focus group.
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Validity. I carefully designed each question to directly support the related
Research Question. Based upon the reviewers’ comments on the instruments format,
structure, and alignment to the purpose and Research Questions, the relevance and
accuracy of the questions for each of the instruments was considered valid for this
project. For all instruments, no questions required answers, which eliminated the need to
guess about something (which would have negatively affected validity because the
guesses would have likely been more related to the participant’s feelings about the pastor
since the question could not be accurately addressed). A four-point Likert scale was used
for the Questionnaire. These efforts increased the validity of the study.
I led the Interviews and Focus Groups because I was not personally involved in
the disruptive innovations (while the church that I lead qualified for the study, it was not
included to avoid bias). In order to minimize interviewer bias, I selected the churches for
deeper study from the Questionnaires that the Lead Pastors had filled out, but Nicole
Downing (Administrative Assistant) removed names. In both the Interview and
Questionnaire, I asked only the questions and prompts from the written protocol to
maintain consistency and avoid bias by leading the study in directions that I might have
expected or desired for it to go. The verbatim transcripts (which included everything I
said, as well as responses from thee participants) that were written by Transcriber
Jennifer Ferguson prove this.
I maintained consistency in the Interviews by conducting them each by the same
means (Facebook Messenger video chat, conducted at a time that the Pastor chose). I also
asked the questions from the Interview protocol in the same order, utilizing the same
three prompts from the protocol whenever they were helpful.
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Data Collection
In order to qualify for the study, Lead Pastors led a specific disruptive innovation
that resulted in measurable growth in a specific area of ministry. The required growth rate
was a minimum 20 percent increase in that specific area of ministry over a period of three
years or less, starting no later than March 1, 2013.
Data was collected between March 4, 2019, and June 30, 2019. Rev. Sue Nilson
Kibbey sent a list to Nicole Downing (my Administrative Assistant) of Lead Pastors (and
their email addresses) who qualified for this study. I did not have access to the names
(each was assigned a number by Nicole Downing) in order to ensure anonymity at this
point in the study.
The Leading Change Questionnaire was implemented using the following steps:
1. Invitations were sent by Nicole Downing via email on March 4, 2019, and the
Lead Pastors were asked to complete them by March 25, 2019.
2. Nicole sent a reminder email on March 11, 2019.
3. Nicole closed the questionnaire at midnight on March 25, 2019.
4. She printed the completed Questionnaires and blacked out the contact
information in order to preserve anonymity.
5. The printed copies were stored in a locked file cabinet in a locked office or on
the computer as electronic files inside a confidential folder at Stillwater
United Methodist Church.
6. I reviewed all completed Questionnaires and anonymously selected the five
churches that most effectively met the desired criteria (to establish a
reasonably sized group) to study in greater depth (however, data from all the
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Questionnaires was utilized in this study). This depth was accomplished by
extending the Questionnaire to the laity and ministry staff members who
would be participating in the Lead Pastor Core Characteristics Key
Staff/Ministry Leaders Focus Group. The Lead Pastor Core Characteristics
Interview provided a more in-depth look at the Lead Pastors themselves.
7. I sent the Church Informed Consent Letter to the Lead Pastor of each of the
five selected churches (Appendix E) and each Lead Pastor returned the signed
form. This form stated that the Lead Pastor has approved the church’s
participation in this study, and the Administrative Council (or Board) took a
vote and a majority voted to give permission for the church to participate.
8. Having obtained authorization to expand the study to parishioners and staff, I
asked each Lead Pastor of the five selected churches to send Nicole Downing
a list of the following persons (and their email addresses):
o All Board/SPRC members (depending on local structure)
o The entire paid Staff Team
o Key leaders (as defined by the Lead Pastor) within the ministry
area where the disruptive innovation took place
o MCCI Director and/or relevant Coaches
9. On April 8, 2019, Nicole sent an email (Appendix E) invite to the
SurveryMonkey.com Questionnaire link to each of those persons. Each church
was sent out as a separate email collector within SurveyMonkey so that the
data later could be filtered by each church. As with the Questionnaire that was
sent to the Lead Pastors, the Informed Consent Statement was included in the
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first question of the Questionnaire (Appendix E). Nicole asked them to
complete the Questionnaire by April 29, 2019.
10. Nicole sent a reminder email on April 19, 2019.
11. Nicole closed the questionnaire at midnight on April 29, 2019. This completed
the data collection process for the Leading Change Questionnaire.
From that broad group of Lead Pastors, I anonymously selected five to take the
Lead Pastor Core Characteristics Interview, which collected supporting qualitative data. I
took the following steps to invite them to participate:
1. I reviewed all completed Questionnaires and anonymously selected five
pastors invite to participate in the Lead Pastor Core Characteristics
Interview.
2. I emailed the five pastors to invite them to participate. This email included
the Church Informed Consent Letter (Appendix E) and each Lead Pastor
returned the signed form. This form stated that the Lead Pastor has
approved the church’s participation in this study, and the Administrative
Council (or Board) took a vote and a majority voted to give permission for
the church to participate.
3. After receiving their Church Informed Consent Letter, I invited each of the
five Lead Pastors to schedule a time that was convenient for them to
participate in an Interview, which would last no more than one hour.
4. I conducted the Interview via a recorded Facebook Messenger video chat.
Video recordings were chosen over transcripts alone because “nonverbal
communication also can be important for attaining a deeper shared
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meaning, in which both the interviewer and interviewee increase their
awareness of the contextual nature of the voice” (Onwuegbuzie 699).
5. Prior consent had been obtained (in the Questionnaire) related to the
purpose, duration, video recording, intended use, and volunteer nature of
participation and the right to withdraw at any time.
6. I gave the following instructions prior to the interview.
a. Please answer all questions honestly, knowing that your answers
will remain anonymous.
b. Please ask for clarity if any question does not make sense.
c. Please remember that you are free to end your participation in this
study at any point.
7. I saved the video recordings from on a password-protected computer in a
locked office at Stillwater United Methodist Church.
8. The video recordings were transcribed by the Transcriber, Jennifer
Ferguson, to facilitate review, analysis, and synthesis.
9. The transcriptions were electronically stored on the same passwordprotected computer in a locked office at Stillwater United Methodist
Church. This process completed the data collection for the Lead Pastor
Core Characteristics Interview.
Although interviews provided insights from Lead Pastors, the interviews only
provide a single perspective. Having selected the five Lead Pastors to interview and
obtained permission from the church Board/Administrative Council to study the church
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in more depth, I initiated the Lead Pastor Core Characteristics Focus Groups (five total,
one from each church) to create a multi-dimensional viewpoint.
Each Focus Group included up to six participants who were both male and
female, eighteen years of age or older, and none were Lead Pastors. Some served on the
Lead Pastor’s staff while others were servant volunteers from within the church. Each
Focus Group was held at their church (thus I completed five Focus Groups). I selected
them based on two criteria: their proximity to the disruptive innovation and their
proximity to Lead Pastor. The Pastor and I had a phone conversation to establish this
priority list based on the criterion that I established. I re-organized the list that I received
from the Lead Pastor based upon these two criteria. Nicole Downing sent an email to
invite the first six persons on the list to participate in the Focus Group. If a person
declined, Nicole invited the next person on the list according to the above criteria (thus
the next person was slightly less involved in the innovation and/or slightly less close to
the Lead Pastor). The Focus Group was scheduled based upon input from the Lead Pastor
that helped identify the most convenient time for the meeting. Prior consent was obtained
(in the Questionnaire) related to the purpose, duration, video recording, intended use, and
volunteer nature of participation and the right to withdraw at any time.
Focus groups “can be used both to expand a topic and to compare different
perspectives and interactions. The advantage of this group interview method is that as
people interact, they discuss and analyze the topic from different perspectives, ask each
other questions, and may refine their views” (van de Wiel 124). I was able to use the five
different groups to compare data both within the church (comparing the Lead Pastor’s
perspective and the Focus Group’s perspective), and between churches (comparing the
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results from one church’s Focus Group to the data from the four Focus Groups from other
four churches).
I led the Focus Groups because I have never met any of the Focus Group
participants prior to this study. I conducted each group by following the steps below:
1. I scheduled the Focus Group based upon input from the Lead Pastor that
helped identify the most convenient time for the meeting. If the church
was located within a sixty-minute drive from Dayton Ohio, I led the group
in person. For those churches outside of that radius, a local assistant (not
the Lead Pastor) set up the equipment for me to lead the group via
Facebook Messenger.
2. I began the Focus Group by asking all participants to sign the
Confidentiality Agreement. The Lead Pastor was not part of the meeting,
nor was any of the data from that meeting discussed with the Lead Pastor.
3. The meeting took place in a private room within the church that had a door
that could be closed and a cover was placed over the door window.
4. Chairs were arranged in a semi-circle that faced the camera. I tested all
recording equipment prior to the start of the group to ensure functionality.
5. I gave the following instructions prior to the Focus Group.
a. Please answer all questions honestly, knowing that your answers
will remain anonymous.
b. I will not share your answers with the Pastor.
c. Please ask for clarity if any question does not make sense.
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d. Please remember that you are free to end your participation in this
study at any point.
6. All participants were visible in the video and hearable on the audio
recording.
7. I noted the name of each person so that I could compare their responses to
the Interview and Focus Group when later analyzing data.
8. The meeting lasted no more than one hour. All Focus Groups took place
between May 6, 2019, and June 30, 2019.
9. I saved the files of the video recordings to a password-protected computer
in a locked office at Stillwater United Methodist Church.
10. The video recordings were transcribed by Jennifer Ferguson (Transcriber)
to facilitate review, analysis, and synthesis. The transcriptions were
electronically stored on the same password-protected computer.
This process completed the data collection for the five Lead Pastor Core Characteristics
Key Staff/Ministry Leaders Focus Groups.
Data Analysis
The Leading Change Questionnaire provided both quantitative and qualitative
data. All data was collected and organized securely by SurveyMonkey.com which also
provided comparative analysis of quantitative data using both descriptive and inferential
statistics. I used a frequency table to compare responses and determine mean and
standard deviation in order to identify the most significant conclusions. Qualitative data
was analyzed using SurveyMonkey’s analytic tools and/or Microsoft Excel that provided
data linking, mapping, visualization, and reporting.
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The semi-structured Lead Pastor Core Characteristics Interview provided
qualitative data for the study. The Interview was conducted and recorded via Facebook
Messenger and later transcribed by Jennifer Ferguson (the Transcriber). I reviewed the
transcript while watching the video and made notes in the software to capture any
nonverbal data that was relevant. I analyzed the data using Microsoft Excel that assisted
with data linking, mapping, visualization, and reporting. Working with the Microsoft
Excel reports, charts, and diagrams, I found recurring descriptions and themes that I
coded, grouped, and analyzed. I created a narrative summary analysis with a table of
coded patterns, themes, and number of respondents for determining the greater intensity
patterns.
The semi-structured Lead Pastor Core Characteristics Key Staff/Ministry Leaders
Focus Groups provided qualitative data for the study. Data was recorded onto a computer
and later transcribed by Jennifer Ferguson (the Transcriber). For each of the five Focus
Groups, I reviewed the transcript while watching the video and made notes in the margin
to capture any nonverbal data that was relevant. I reviewed the transcript while watching
the video and made notes in the software to capture any nonverbal data that was relevant.
I analyzed the data using Microsoft Excel which assisted with data linking, mapping,
visualization, and reporting. Working with the Microsoft Excel reports, charts, and
diagrams, I found recurring descriptions and themes that I coded, grouped, and analyzed.
I created a narrative summary analysis with a table of coded patterns, themes, and
number of respondents for determining the greater intensity patterns.
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CHAPTER 4
EVIDENCE FOR THE PROJECT
Overview of the Chapter
Chapter 4 presented the data that was generated from the study of multi-staff
churches in the MCCI that experienced disruptive innovation. I first described the
participants and provided demographic information about them. I then presented the
relevant data for each of the three research questions. This data was organized according
to the research questions, not the three instruments that I used to collect data. I presented
the data using charts, graphs, and direct quotes from participants’ responses to relevant
questions in the instruments.
This data was collected to address the problem that this study was designed to
confront: churches often struggle to change, especially when large-scale disruptive
innovation is needed. This type of innovation requires much from the Lead Pastor, who
may or may not be well-equipped to lead disruptive innovation. However, innovation
cannot succeed without effective leadership from her/him.
The purpose of the research was to identify the qualities within the Lead Pastor
that correlate with disruptive innovation. The project sought to better understand the
attitudes, behaviors, and characteristics of Lead Pastors who led effective disruptive
innovations in their congregations. Data was collected from multi-ministry staff churches
who participated in the Missional Church Consultation Initiative (MCCI), a consulting
and coaching initiative created and operated by the West Ohio Conference of the United
Methodist Church. Each pastor successfully implemented at least one change that
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resulted in at least 20 percent growth of a measured area of the church over a three year
period of time.
Participants
Participants in the study were either Lead Pastors who led a specific effective
disruptive innovation, or they were individuals who were involved in that innovation that
qualified their churches for this study, as verified by the Lead Pastor. All participants had
direct interaction with and knowledge of the Lead Pastor and were familiar with the
MCCI and their church’s involvement in it.
Invitation to this study was given to both males and females, age eighteen and
older, who are laity or clergy. They had a variety of education levels ranging from high
school graduate to advanced degrees. Some were paid church staff, others were unpaid
volunteers. They had been Christians for a variety of years. They came from a variety of
ethnic backgrounds. The Lead Pastors were ordained Elders in the United Methodist
Church.
The questionnaire contains seven demographic questions. Thirty persons
participated in the study and all provided valid data samples (Figure 4.1). The
demographic profile of the participants is a reasonable portrait of the persons who lead
effective United Methodist Congregations. They are between twenty-five and seventyfour years of age. Females made up 60 percent of the participants, and 40 percent are
male. All are married. All have completed high school, and 77.67 percent have completed
graduate or post-graduate degrees. All of them have been a follower of Jesus for ten years
or more. Most (60 percent) have attended their church for ten years or more. Lead Pastors
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make up 40 percent of the study group, and there is a healthy balance of volunteer
leaders, paid staff, and associate pastor
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0
AGE: 18-24

5

10

20

25

3

45-54

10

55-64

11

65-74

5

0

GENDER: Female

18

Male

12

MARITAL STATUS: Married

30

Single

0

EDUCATION: Some HS

0

HS Diploma or Equivalent

1
0

Bachelor's Degree

6

Master's Degree

20

Doctorate Degree

3

YEARS FOLLOWING JESUS: >2

0

2-4

0

5-9

0

10+
YEARS AT THIS CHURCH: >2

30
0

2-4

4

5-9

8

10+

18

ROLE: Volunteer

11

SPRC/Ad Council/Board

8

Staff

3

Lead Pastor
None of the Above

35

1

35-44

Associate's Degree

30

0

24-34

75+

15

12
2

Figure 4.1. Demographics (N=30).
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Research Question #1: Description of Evidence
What are the attitudes of the Lead Pastor that positively impact the
disruptive innovation within the church?
The questionnaire contains six questions that address these attitudes. Figure 4.2
and Table 4.1 demonstrate that pastors who have effectively led disruptive innovation
feel comfortable in leading change, as demonstrated by their frequency in leading change.
Most do so “often,” while a lower number are more selective in their own involvement in
leading change. None of the pastors is represented by the two most reserved categories.

Figure 4.2 How the Pastor feels about change (N=30).

Table 4.1 How the Pastor feels about change (N=30).
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Figure 4.3 and Table 4.2 demonstrate the impact of other people’s opinions on the
Pastor’s decisions about change. When a pastor leads change, s/he can expect to receive
both solicited and unsolicited feedback from parishioners. When considering the impact
of that feedback upon the pastor’s decisions, 66.66 percent of questionnaire participants
agreed that this feedback strongly influenced the Pastor’s decisions, and all avoided both
the strong affirmative and negative responses.

Figure 4.3 How other people’s opinions influence the Pastor’s decisions about
change (N=30).

Table 4.2 How other people’s opinions influence the Pastor’s decisions about
change (N=30).
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As demonstrated by Figure 4.4 and Table 4.3, questionnaire participants strongly
affirmed the role of confidence in leading change, as 90 percent of them described the
Pastor as “Confident” or “Very Confident.” None of the pastors were described as “Not
very confident,” which is expected because all of the pastors have effectively led change.

Figure 4.4 Pastor’s confidence level in her/his ability to lead change (N=30).

Table 4.3 Pastor’s confidence level in her/his ability to lead change (N=30).
Leading change often involves taking risks. Figure 4.5 and Table 4.4 describe the
Pastor’s feelings about risk. All questionnaire participants affirmed that the Pastor
believes that risk is necessary, and 96.67 percent said that risk is “sometimes” and
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“often” necessary (the responses were nearly balanced between these two). However, this
does not mean that the pastors in the study are overly aggressive in their attitudes towards
risk, as a slight majority of the questionnaire participants think that the Pastor’s beliefs
about risk are somewhat restrained.

Figure 4.5 How the pastor feels about risk (N=30).

Table 4.4 How the pastor feels about risk (N=30).
Table 4.5 demonstrates the way that questionnaire participants ranked the Pastor’s
personal beliefs that empowered her/him to lead change, showing a small amount of
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variance between five out of the six options. Again, confidence was a significant factor in
the top beliefs (“The church is capable of change” [83.33 percent] and “The Pastor is
capable of leading successful change” [80 percent] were the top ranking choices).
Additionally, answers related to work and risk (“The change is worth working hard to
achieve” [80 percent] and “The change is worth the risk” [76.67 percent]) were also
highly ranked.
Two beliefs focused on God’s role in change, and one (“God has called the
church to change” [76.67 percent]) received almost double the responses of the other
(“The change will likely fail if God does not bring it about” [40 percent]). These answers
differ in their opinion of God’s role, as the first relates to the will of God but also implies
human action, and the second puts a greater weight on God’s own action. Considering
that all participants come from United Methodist churches which follow the beliefs of
John Wesley, this finding is logical because Wesleyan theology emphasizes the role of
human free will in salvation and the growth of God’s Kingdom here on earth. Participants
are quick to affirm that God has called the church to change, but more reluctant to affirm
an answer that implies that the change’s success or failure rests solely on God’s will and
action.
Questionnaire participants also provided the following four “Other” answers:
1. “A commitment to Love often requires a commitment to change”
2. “Pastor learns from other leaders --- those who have successful ministries and
those who have failed. Pastor knows the congregation well and is able to
influence thinking and is able to rally for a common goal. A leader is only as
good as his [sic] congregation is willing to follow his [sic] vision.”
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3. “The congregation is capable.”
4. “Change must be God-directed, Spirit-powered”

Table 4.5 Beliefs that empower the Pastor to lead change (N=30).
Table 4.6 shows the weighted ranking and frequency of the beliefs that
questionnaire participants had selected in Question 25 (seven points for a first ranking,
six for a second, and such). The ranking provided a greater level of variance, because
most of the beliefs had been selected by most of the questionnaire participants in
Question 25. Interestingly, the Pastor’s belief in God (“God has called the church to
change” [146 score]) and in the church itself (“The church is capable of successful
change” [136 score]) significantly outrank the next three beliefs which were nearly
identical (beliefs about risk, the Pastor’s own ability in leading change, and hard work).
Once again, “The change will likely fail if God does not bring it about” [52 score] was
much less important than the other beliefs.
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Table 4.6 Pastor’s beliefs about leading change (N=30).
In addition to the Questionnaire, I utilized five Interviews to obtain data from the
Pastor. I categorized the data into specific themes (five of the six themes emerged from
the Interviews, shown in the vertical axis of Table 4.7), which represent five general
categories (Ego Strength [5 Is], Call [5 Is], Management [2 Is], Team [1 Is], and Vision
[0 Is]). All categories and subsequent themes are listed in Appendix F. The Interviews
provided relevant data on the Pastor’s attitudes that support change. Table 4.7 shows the
number of times that each theme appeared in an Interview (I), and it shows the category
that the theme represents. The alphabetical labels of each Interview and Focus Group in
Tables 4.7 and 4.8 correspond with the same church (e.g. FG-A is the Focus Group for
the Pastor who participated in Interview A [I-A]).
THEME
God has called the church to change
The change is worth the risk
The pastor is capable of leading successful change
The change is worth working hard to achieve
Authentically cares about the people
Innovative

I-A
1
1

I-B
2
3

I-C
1
2
1

I-D
2
1

I-E TOTAL % of INTERVIEWS
2
8
100%
5
60%
2
4
40%
1
2
40%
2
2
20%
0
0%

CATEGORY
Call
Ego Strength
Ego Strength
Management
Team
Vision

Table 4.7 Interview data regarding the Pastor’s Attitudes toward change (N=5).
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Participants in the Interviews were Lead Pastors who led a specific effective
disruptive innovation that qualified their churches for this study. These Pastors were both
males and females, age eighteen and older, who are ordained Elders in the United
Methodist Church and full-time employees of the United Methodist Church. They have
Master’s or Doctoral degrees. They had been Christians for at least ten years.
The following quotes from Interviews illustrate the six themes that explain the
Pastor’s attitudes toward change. The first theme represents the Call category and is the
only one that appeared in all Interviews, and the Call’s total usage (eight) was 38.1
percent of all the twenty-one total Interview comments that relate to Beliefs. Call was the
most significant Belief that was described in the Interviews. Interviewees had a clear
belief that their leadership of change was effective because their leadership was a
partnership of divine action, along with their own action.
God has called the church to change.
•

What excites me is that I think that is stepping into the Great Commission.
For us, reaching out beyond our walls was what got me excited. We’re
really doing what God’s called us to do, and we can see the lives that are
going to be transformed, so I think change is always scary for people. If
you can paint the picture of where we’re going, and you’re personally
excited about where God’s calling you to go then people just get on board
with that, and they get excited! (I-A)

•

I think anytime you pair the power of the sacred with the humanity within
which we walk then I think that we are Conduits. We represent so much
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who are Congregants, and I choose to believe that we are Conduits of the
Holy Spirit that we do act as magnifiers hopefully of the Holy. (I-B)
The next Theme represents the Ego Strength Category and was highlighted by 60
percent of Interviewees.
The change is worth the risk.
•

Any time you want something big, there’s always a possibility of
disappointment, so I had to risk failure and my own sense of the grief that
would have come with that. This body’s not capable of dreaming in a full
steam way. I was worried, and I was pretty new here. (I-B)

•

There’s a risk because not everything succeeded, so you have to work
through that. (I-D)

The next two Themes represent the Ego Strength and Management Categories,
and were highlighted by 40 percent of Interviewees.
The pastor is capable of leading successful change.
•

I wanted to grow a church and this is it. I’m almost [AGE REDACTED]
and it is time. The church is doing amazing ministry. This is my shot to do
it. (I-C)

•

Another strength I have is competition. I think that certainly is a strength.
How can I make this work, because I want to do better than I’ve done
before. I want to make this year better than last year, and certainly there’s
a drive to achieve and do better. (I-E)

The change is worth working hard to achieve.
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•

The conference wasn’t making us do this. [Parishioners believed that] My
pastor fought for this, and this conference is investing in us, and we’re
going to do it. (I-C)

•

It’s probably the most radical change that we’ve had in my time here.
Changing [CHANGE REDACTED] is never an easy thing to do, and that
change also caused some anxiety… (I-E)

The final Theme represents the only belief that represented the Team Category,
and was highlighted by just one Interviewee (20 percent).
Authentically cares about the people.
•

There is a sense of empathy that I do really care. I really want to make
sure that no one feels like we’re leaving them behind and that their voice
isn’t heard. I think that is another one of the strengths is to include. I think
that’s where we come from and trying to include others. (I-E)

The Vision Category was not represented in any of the Interviewees beliefs.
In addition to the Questionnaire and Interview, I utilized five Focus Groups
(comprised of between three to six participants) to obtain data from others at the church
who were instrumental in leading change. I categorized the data into specific themes (six
themes emerged from the Focus Groups, shown in the vertical axis of Table 4.8), which
represent five general categories (Team [4 FGs], Call [2 FGs], Ego Strength [2 FGs],
Management [2 FGs], and Vision [2 FGs]). All categories and subsequent themes are
listed in Appendix F. The Focus Groups provided relevant data on the Pastor’s attitudes
that support change. Table 4.8 shows the number of times that each theme appeared in a
Focus Group (FG), and shows the category that the theme represents. The alphabetical
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labels of each Interview and Focus Group in Tables 4.7 and 4.8 correspond with the same
church (e.g. FG-A is the Focus Group for the Pastor who participated in Interview A [IA]).
THEME
FG-A FG-B FG-C FG-D FG-E TOTAL % of FOCUS GROUPS
Authentically cares about the people
3
1
1
2
7
80%
God has called the church to change
1
2
3
40%
The pastor is capable of leading successful change
2
1
3
40%
The change is worth working hard to achieve
1
2
3
40%
Innovative
1
1
2
40%
The change is worth the risk
2
2
20%

CATEGORY
Team
Call
Ego Strength
Management
Vision
Ego Strength

Table 4.8 Focus Group data regarding the Pastor’s Attitudes toward change
(N=5).
Participants in the Focus Groups were individuals who were involved in the
innovation that qualified their churches for this study, as verified by the Lead Pastor. All
participants had direct interaction with and knowledge of the Lead Pastor and were
familiar with the MCCI and their church’s involvement in it. Participants were both
males and females, age eighteen and older, who are laity or clergy. They had a variety of
education levels ranging from high school graduate to advanced degrees. Some were paid
church staff, others were unpaid volunteers. They had been Christians for a variety of
years.
The following quotes from Focus Groups illustrate the six themes that explain the
Pastor’s attitudes toward change. When comments are quoted from a Focus Group, the
number refers to the person who made the comment (e.g. FG-A-1 refers to the first
speaker in the group, and all further comments with that label were made by that
speaker).
The following theme represents the Team category and is the only theme that
appeared in all Focus Groups. Team’s total usage (seven) was 35 percent of all the twenty
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total Focus Group comments that relate to beliefs. Team was the most significant theme
that was described in the Focus Groups, as its total usage was more than double that of
the next strongest theme.
Authentically cares about the people.
•

She has a really strong relationship core. She really believes in the power
of relationships (FG-B-3)

•

She was assertive enough to go forward and lead, but she was also
sensitive enough to check herself to see if she was stepping on toes or
checking to make sure that everyone was feeling included in it or it was
appropriate so she didn’t just force her agenda through. (FG-C-1)

•

[Pastor] memorized our directory before he came here. His first Sunday he
greeted people by name, and welcomed them back. (FG-E-2)

The following four themes were each highlighted by 40 percent of the Focus
Groups and represent four unique categories (Call, Ego Strength, Management, and
Vision).
God has called the church to change.
•

…she kept reminding us that God was in this with us. We weren’t doing
this alone. It was a part of a bigger plan. (FG-B-1)

•

There was a spiritual awakening that happened leading up to that and to
the MCCI. (FG-E-3)

The pastor is capable of leading successful change.
•

She took charge and championed it. We had done some other studies and
consultants in the past but nobody took that and ran with it. (FG-C-3)
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•

I would say he is resilient. He is helpful. It can be discouraging at times.
He is resilient and a learner. (FG-D-3)

The change is worth working hard to achieve.
•

She was motivated to go through the process going in, despite knowing
how much extra there would be. (FG-C-1).

•

She never gave up. (FG-B-5)

Innovative.
•

…she’s innovative…we were in constant financial turmoil and constantly
trying to reconfigure staff and figure out how we could consolidate job
duties so we could get by with fewer staff members. How are we going to
make this work with limited resources? That’s just one example of being
innovative at being able to come up with new ideas. (FG-C-3)

•

He’s very willing to think outside the box. We were interviewing for a
staff position, and we had one applicant that came in that would not have
met our needs for the position we were interviewing for. This applicant
demonstrated some really unique, interesting and dynamic skills. [Pastor]
basically created a position for her that she would be able to implement
those skills. (FG-A-2)

The final theme represents the Ego Strength category and was highlighted in just
one (20 percent) Focus Group, unlike the 60 percent of Interviews where Ego Strength
was highlighted.
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The change is worth the risk.
•

…he encourages us to take risks, try new things and feel safe with that.
(FG-D-3)

In summary, while the Interviews and Focus Groups did not provide contradicting
evidence, a lot of difference in what Interviewees emphasized versus what Focus Group
Participants emphasized existed. Perhaps the most significant contrast between the
Interviews and Focus Groups is that the top Interview responses focus on the Call
category (38 percent of comments), whereas the top Focus Group responses focus on the
Team category (35 percent of comments). This finding could be explained by the fact that
the Interviewees are all pastors, who are more likely to reflect on the role of their own
personal calling as it relates to change. The Focus Groups (comprised of people who the
Pastor is leading), are more likely to reflect on how their Pastor led them through the
change. Finally, Interviewees put a much higher level of importance on their own
willingness to take risks.
Research Question #2: Description of Evidence
What are the behaviors of the Lead Pastor that positively impact the
disruptive innovation within the church?
The questionnaire contains nine questions that address these behaviors. Figure 4.6
and Table 4.9 affirm that 96.6 percent of participants “Agree” or “Strongly Agree” that
that the church understood the reasons behind the change.

Ferguson 163

Figure 4.6 Church’s understanding of the reasons for change (N=29).

Table 4.9 Church’s understanding of the reasons for change (N=29).
Figure 4.7 and Table 4.10 affirm that the change has brought positive results with
all participants affirming the statement, and 63.3 percent indicating that they “Strongly
Agree.” This finding is not surprising, considering that these changes all led to significant
growth in the churches where the changes took place and thus they would be considered
successful by those who led them. All participants were in agreement with this statement,
as none of the participants disagreed or strongly disagreed.
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Figure 4.7 Impact of the results of change (N=30).

Table 4.10 Impact of the results of change (N=30).
Figure 4.8 and Table 4.11 affirm that the Pastor was a strong active participant in
leading the change with all participants affirming the statement, and 73.3 percent
indicating that they “Strongly Agree.” This implies that the pastor was not simply a
vision caster and team builder who then stepped back and let others do the heavy lifting;
rather, s/he was directly involved in leading the change.
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Figure 4.8 Pastor’s involvement in leading change (N= 30).

Table 4.11 Pastor’s involvement in leading change (N= 30).
Figure 4.9 and Table 4.12 affirm that the Pastor’s direct involvement in leading
change was helpful as the data was identical to the previous question. The Pastor’s
involvement could have been seen as helpful or not helpful, and the data confirms that
these Pastors who led effective change were helpful in the ways that they were involved,
which increases the validity of their feedback in the Interviews.
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Figure 4.9 Pastor’s involvement was helpful in the change (N=30).

Table 4.12 Pastor’s involvement was helpful in the change (N=30).
Table 4.13 demonstrates the things that the Pastor did to help the change succeed.
Each participant gave a unique answer that was categorized into the same specific themes
(that arose from the Interviews and Focus Groups) that relate to behaviors (ten of the
fourteen themes emerged from the answers to this question, shown in the vertical axis of
Table 4.13). These Themes represent four of the five general categories (Vision [12 uses],
Team [9 uses], and Management [6 uses], Call [2 uses], but not Ego Strength [0 uses]).
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Table 4.13 shows the number of times that each theme appeared in the answer to this
question and shows the category that the theme represents.
Q14: Name one thing that the Pastor did to help this change
succeed.
Answered: 30 Skipped: 0
Theme
Casts a clear vision
Ensures that the details are done with excellence
Listens to people inside the church
Stays out of the team’s way
Casts vision through effective preaching
Involves as many stakeholders as possible
Manages financial resources effectively
Ongoing practice of spiritual disciplines
Builds the right team to lead
Maintains a consistent vision
Strategically directs the timing of change
Admits mistakes
Listens to people outside the church
Effectively fundraises to support the vision

Category
Vision
Management
Team
Team
Vision
Team
Management
Call
Team
Vision
Management
Ego Strength
Team
Vision

Total
8
4
3
3
3
2
2
2
1
1
0
0
0
0

Table 4.13 One thing the Pastor did to help the change succeed (N=29).
Table 4.14 invites Participants to list one behavior in the Pastor’s leadership of
change that the Participant would have liked for the Pastor to do differently. This
question received the lowest level of valid feedback as two participants skipped this
question and nine gave invalid responses (they responded but said something like “I don’t
know”). Each valid response gave a unique answer that was categorized below. While I
have identified these as Weaknesses both here and in the Interviews and Focus Groups,
these are behaviors that did not receive as much attention instead of being true
Weaknesses. Answers to this question illuminated eight “Weaknesses,” shown in the
vertical axis of Table 4.14. These Weaknesses represent all of the five general categories
(Team [10 uses], Vision [3 uses], Ego Strength [3 uses], Management [2 uses], and Call
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[1 use]). Table 4.14 shows the number of times that each Weakness appeared in the
answer to this question.
Q15: Name one thing that you wish the Pastor would
have done differently to help this change succeed.
Answered: 19 Skipped: 2 Invalid: 9
Weakness
Lack of team building
Communication with team
Taking on too much
Not bold enough
Struggle to maintain momentum
Avoiding conflict
More analytical than visionary
Lack of emphasis in ongoing spiritual disciplines
Lack of patience
Perfectionism
Becoming discouraged
Too strong willed
Dismissive of those who disagree
Takes criticism personally
Preaching
More visionary than analytical
Micromanages

Category
Total
Team
6
Team
4
Management
2
Ego Strength
2
Vision
2
Ego Strength
1
Vision
1
Call
1
Ego Strength
0
Ego Strength
0
Ego Strength
0
Ego Strength
0
Team
0
Ego Strength
0
Vision
0
Management
0
Management
0

Table 4.14 One thing you wish the Pastor would have done to help the change
succeed (N=19).
Figure 4.10 and Table 4.15 demonstrate the effectiveness of the Pastor’s timing in
leading change. Since these changes were generally effective, most (86.21 percent)
viewed the Pastor’s timing as “Just right.” However, 13.79 percent viewed the timing as
“Too late” even though the change itself was successful.
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Figure 4.10 Pastor’s timing in leading a new change (N=29).

Table 4.15 Pastor’s timing in leading a new change (N=29).
Table 4.16 demonstrates the Pastor’s behaviors in leading change. Participants
were permitted to check as many items as they saw fit. This data creates a useful ranking
of behaviors that are catalysts for leading successful change. The three leading items
(“Strategically directs the timing of change,” “Casts a clear vision,” and “Builds the right
team to lead”) were virtually identical in ranking. The diversity of these three leading
answers (management, vision casting, and team building) implies the need for a balanced
approach to leading change.
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Questionnaire participants also provided the following four “Other” answers:
1. “Incorporates the change into the entire culture”
2. “Recognizes success and is transparent with progress”
3. “Solicits congregational input and feedback. Provides timely updates of progress.
Open to diverse perspectives. Willing to cast a vision, learn, adjust, deploy, and
re-evaluate if actually meets the vision.”
4. “Provides focus to power change with prayer”
5. “Listens to the leaders and trusts their strengths and wisdom”
Interestingly, answers 2-5 deal directly with communication (communicating
progress, receiving feedback and casting a vision, communication with God, and listening
to communication from the leaders).

Q24: Which of the following things does the Pastor typically do to
lead successful change at your church? Please check all that apply.
Answered: 30 Skipped: 0
Theme
Strategically directs the timing of change
Casts a clear vision
Builds the right team to lead
Understands the context
Challenges others to think
Ensures that the details are done with excellence
Creates a sense of urgency for the needed change
Gives clear directions to the team
Stays out of the team's way
Other (please specify)

Percentage Responses
86.67%
26
83.33%
25
83.33%
25
73.33%
22
60.00%
18
53.33%
16
53.33%
16
40.00%
12
20.00%
6
16.67%
5

Table 4.16 Things that the Pastor does to lead successful change (N=30).
Table 4.17 shows the weighted ranking and frequency of the beliefs that
questionnaire participants had selected in Question 24 (eight points for a first ranking,
seven for a second, and such). The ranking provided a greater level of variance, because
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most of the beliefs had been selected by most of the questionnaire participants in
Question 24. The three leading items are the same, but “Casts a clear vision” is the clear
leader, followed by “Builds the right team to lead,” then “Strategically directs the timing
of change. This provides clarity on the ordering of vision, team building, and
management (in that order). Interestingly, the bottom seven options appear in identical
order. These rankings are similar to the results found in Question 14, which provides
further validation of their accuracy.
Q27: Arrange these things that the Pastor does in their order of
importance as it relates to leading change, from 1 = most important
to 9 = least important.
Answered: 30 Skipped: 0
ANSWER CHOICES
Casts a clear vision (1)
Builds the right team to lead (2)
Strategically directs the timing of change (3)
Understands the context (4)
Challenges others to think (5)
Creates a sense of urgency for the needed change (6)
Ensures that the details are done with excellence (7)
Gives clear directions to the team (8)
Stays out of the team's way (9)
[Insert text from Other] (10)

SCORE

FREQUENCY

201
178
170
139
109
111
77
70
29
23

25
25
26
22
18
16
16
12
6
5

Total Respondents: 30

Table 4.17 Things that the Pastor does to lead successful change, ranked (N=30).
In addition to the Questionnaire, I utilized five Interviews to obtain data from the
Pastor.
I categorized the data into specific themes (five of the six themes emerged from
the Interviews, shown in the vertical axis of Table 4.18), which represent five general
categories (Team [5 Is], Vision [5 Is]), Management [5 Is], Ego Strength [3 Is]), and Call
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[2 Is]). All categories and subsequent themes are listed in Appendix F. The Interviews
provided relevant data on the Pastor’s behaviors that support change. Table 4.18 shows
the number of times that each theme appeared in an Interview (I) and shows the category
that the theme represents. The alphabetical labels of each Interview and Focus Group in
Tables 4.18 and 4.19 correspond with the same church (e.g. FG-A is the Focus Group for
the Pastor who participated in Interview A [I-A]).
THEME
Builds the right team to lead
Casts a clear vision
Involves as many stakeholders as possible
Manages financial resources effectively
Listens to people inside the church
Stays out of the team’s way
Casts vision through effective preaching
Maintains a consistent vision
Ensures that the details are done with excellence
Admits mistakes
Listens to people outside the church
Ongoing practice of spiritual disciplines
Strategically directs the timing of change
Effectively fundraises to support the vision
Lowered anxiety in the system

I-A
2
1
2
1
2
3
1
2

1
1

I-B
6
4
2
2
2
2
1
1

I-C
4
2
2
1
1
1
2

I-D
2
2
2
1

1
1

1
1

1
1
1

1

I-E TOTAL % of INTERVIEWS
1
15
100%
3
12
100%
1
9
100%
2
7
100%
3
8
80%
7
80%
1
5
80%
1
4
60%
2
4
60%
1
3
60%
1
3
60%
2
3
40%
2
3
40%
1
2
40%
1
1
20%

CATEGORY
Team
Vision
Team
Management
Team
Team
Vision
Vision
Management
Ego Strength
Team
Call
Management
Vision
Ego Strength

Table 4.18 Interview Data regarding the Pastor’s Behaviors that lead to
successful change (N=5).
The following quotes from Interviews illustrate the fifteen themes that explain the
Pastor’s behaviors that support change. The first four themes were highlighted in 100
percent of the interviews and represent three categories (Team, Vision, and
Management). While significant frequency differences existed between the top two
(“Builds the right team to lead” and “Casts a clear vision”) and the other remaining two
(“Involves as many stakeholders as possible” and “Manages financial resources
effectively”), that difference can be explained by Interviewee B’s repetition of these two
areas. If that repetition is reduced, the distinctions are also reduced.
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Builds the right team to lead.
•

We had a team that had some younger people on it so they were able to
articulate why this was a good idea. They really took charge. I had young
moms actually shape the content of our connect cards and our welcome
cards that are in the pews. (I-C)

•

I was inviting some other people to step into that role and see what the
purpose was and what the outcome was. (I-D)

Casts a clear vision.
•

[I am] Trying to cast a vision while honoring the power of fear and
resistance as well as inviting people into possibility instead of shoving
them into it. It makes a difference. Sue Nilson Kibbey calls it a Vision
Crier. It’s just part of the DNA. (I-B)

•

We’ve been able to claim a clear identity, a clear purpose, vision
statement. (I-C)

Involves as many stakeholders as possible.
•

We would print out invitation cards to an upcoming sermon series, and
challenge every single person to invite at least one person to join them in
worship. We would have contests about who invited the most people. (IA)

•

We also replaced all the windows in the building and did some needed
infrastructure work so there was a little bit for everybody. The people that
get passionate about bricks and mortar, we had, and for the people who get
passionate about possibility, we had that too. (I-B)
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Manages financial resources effectively.
•

I have really worked hard to try to work on finances in order because the
church was way over budget. We had to cut a quarter of the budget my
first year and the staff. That’s how we started, and I just felt like I really
needed something to turn us around. (I-C)

•

We had to wait. We didn’t have the financial resources to do what we
wanted to do, and so it took some waiting and prayer about that. Then a
seed gift came in that we could direct in way, so that moved forward. (I-E)

The next three themes were highlighted in 80 percent of the interviews and
represent two categories (Team and Vision). Thus, seven out of the top eight themes are
from the Team (four occurrences) and Vision (three occurrences) categories. The Team
category represented four of the top six (66.67 percent).
Listens to people inside the church.
•

Then when it did come time to making the decision, we had a Town Hall
immediately following that [REDACTED] service. They were going to be
the ones most impacted having to move. I didn’t cut people off. We gave
them a place in which they could express their frustration. (I-A)

•

I tried not to make people feel like they didn’t have any say so. I did try to
get some feedback from others. We did do some surveys, poling, tried to
make them feel like their voices were heard. I tried not to be a person who
came in and said it was my way or the highway. (I-E)
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Stays out of the team’s way.
•

I didn’t fully push exactly what I thought everything should be. I tried to
be collaborative. I intentionally gathered people that knew a lot more
about construction and interior designers and they know colors and
furniture. So there were a lot of things where I would just let them decide
what colors. You’re the expert. I’m going to let you lay out this structure,
what this wall may look like. I tried to balance both by being the visionary
leader without being the only one dictating what things needed to be. I
think we had far more of a collaborative exchange. (I-A)

•

I checked in, was present, let go of the results a little bit, not too much but
a little bit…I really tried to trust them that the spirit was going to lead this
congregation. (I-B)

Casts vision through effective preaching.
•

I called people up every Sunday, and we had a mini testimonial of how a
ministry was going…We would also share if something big happened
about a story of transformation or a new person who’s come in. I would
celebrate those things and keep reminding people that God is doing new
things, there’s a new wave and people started to get excited about that…I
got up and was celebrating what God was doing. (I-A)

•

We adopted that idea and started preaching on it for at least three or four
weeks. Occasionally, throughout the year we would bring it up as it fit in
to the series. (I-E)
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The next four themes were highlighted in 60 percent of the interviews and
represent five categories (Vision, Management, Ego Strength, Team, and Call). While the
majority of Interviews mentioned these themes, the occurrences were much lower (each
theme was mentioned one time except “Ensures that the details are done with excellence”
was mentioned twice).
Maintains a consistent vision.
•

We had to decide what the mission is that is going to drive us as a
congregation, and for the most part I think people really rallied around
that. It was reclaiming that missional identity, and they started to have a
desire to reach out and invite their friends and their neighbors to worship.
(I-A)

•

The mission is the guideline for us, and that’s what we should base
everything on. (I-E)

Ensures that the details are done with excellence.
•

Then we realized if we’re going to do it, we are going to do it well. We
live in a community in which people expect excellence, so we weren’t
going to just do it. (I-D)

Admits mistakes.
•

I certainly make mistakes and don’t always do that. [REDACTED
FAILED ATTEMPT AT CHANGE], and that was a disaster because we
didn’t prepare everybody for that. ((I-C)

Ferguson 177

Listens to people outside the church.
•

We pulled people together and said, “Let’s start talking to people and find
out the needs in the community to figure out what assets we could bring to
those needs.” (I-B)

•

You have to be able to please people outside the walls too if you want to
connect with them…We are trying to do things that would make them
want to be here and make this be a place they are welcome and feel at
home. (I-E)

The next three themes were highlighted in 40 percent of the interviews and
represent three categories (Call, Management, and Vision). Each was highlighted by
Interviewee E, who represents five of the eight total occurrences (62.5 percent) of themes
that were mentioned in 40 percent of the Interviews. Interviewee E highlighted fifteen of
the sixteen themes (93.75 percent) that were highlighted in the Interviews, so the themes
in this 40 percent group are of lesser importance than the themes mentioned in the higher
percentile groups.
Ongoing practice of spiritual disciplines.
•

What are those spiritual practices that help sustain leaders? …there are
some things that can help leaders who are change oriented leaders to be
sustained spiritually. Then they don’t have to find themselves depleted
and dry. (I-A)

•

The breakthrough prayer was a huge thing with our church. (I-E)
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Strategically directs the timing of change.
•

It was too much change all at once…We have to think about what we’re
doing before we’re doing it. Take a step back and make sure we’re careful
in the change that we’re leading. (I-E)

Effectively fundraises to support the vision.
•

I love talking about money. It doesn’t bother me at all, and that whole
thing about how it’s a catalyst for being able to get things done. It also is a
strong witness for values and what matters. (I-B)

The final theme was only mentioned by Interviewer E (20 percent), thus
indicating that was not a significant theme.
Lowered anxiety in the system.
•

That was our mindset, our change. As I explained that folks, I felt like the
anxiety started to die down. They didn’t have as much aversion to it. (I-E)

In addition to the Questionnaire and Interview, I utilized five Focus Groups to
obtain data from others at the church who were instrumental in leading change. I
categorized the data into specific themes (six themes emerged from the Focus Groups,
shown in the vertical axis of Table 4.19) which represent five general categories (Team
[5 FGs], Vision [5 FGs]), Management [5 FGs], Call [3 FGs], and Ego Strength [3 FGs]).
All categories and subsequent themes are listed in Appendix F. The Focus Groups
provided relevant data on the Pastor’s behaviors that support change. Table 4.19 shows
the number of times that each theme appeared in a Focus Group (FG) and shows the
category that the theme represents. The alphabetical labels of each Interview and Focus
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Group in Tables 4.7 and 4.8 correspond with the same church (e.g. FG-A is the Focus
Group for the Pastor who participated in Interview A [I-A]).
THEME
Listens to people inside the church
Builds the right team to lead
Casts a clear vision
Involves as many stakeholders as possible
Stays out of the team’s way
Listens to people outside the church
Maintains a consistent vision
Ongoing practice of spiritual disciplines
Casts vision through effective preaching
Strategically directs the timing of change
Admits mistakes
Manages financial resources effectively
Ensures that the details are done with excellence
Effectively fundraises to support the vision
Lowered anxiety in the system

FG-A FG-B FG-C FG-D FG-E TOTAL % of FOCUS GROUPS
5
2
2
3
2
14
100%
2
2
5
2
1
12
100%
2
4
1
1
8
80%
1
2
2
3
8
80%
1
1
3
1
6
80%
1
1
1
1
4
80%
2
3
2
7
60%
1
3
2
6
60%
2
1
2
5
60%
2
2
1
5
60%
1
2
1
4
60%
1
3
4
40%
2
2
20%
1
1
20%
0
0%

CATEGORY
Team
Team
Vision
Team
Team
Team
Vision
Call
Vision
Management
Ego Strength
Management
Management
Vision
Ego Strength

Table 4.19 Focus Group data regarding the Pastor’s Behaviors that lead to
successful change (N=5).
The following quotes from Focus Groups illustrate the fourteen themes that
explain the Pastor’s attitudes toward change. When comments are quoted from a Focus
Group, the number refers to the person who made the comment (e.g. FG-A-1 refers to the
first speaker in the group, and all further comments with that label were made by that
speaker).
The first two themes represent the Team category and were highlighted by 100
percent of the Focus Groups; Team’s total usage (twenty-six occurrences) represents
30.23 percent of the total (eighty-six occurrences) of all Focus Groups.
Listens to people inside the church.
•

By working together with the congregation, she was able to elucidate a
mission that the church could buy in to. She knew that right away. The
energy level in the church has improved tremendously as a result. (FG-B6)
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•

He is decisive but he does strive to know what each demographic might
think about something. It is hard in a leadership position. He’s not a
people pleaser in the sense that he wants to please people but he is trying
to get consensus for the good of the church; the growth of the church.
(FG-E-6)

Builds the right team to lead.
•

She is extremely good at reading people and selecting just the right person
for this specific task at hand. She’s amazing at finding that person. (FGC-1)

•

She got people together. She first formed a committee of what our mission
is. She put together a committee that was interested in defining a mission
and sometimes trying to decide what to do other than the childcare.
People who were interested and focused was important. (FG-B-6)

The next four themes were highlighted by 80 percent of the Focus Groups and
represent the Team and Vision categories. The Team category represents five of the top
six themes (83.33 percent) and forty-four of the total (eighty-six) Focus Group highlights
(51.16 percent).
Casts a clear vision.
•

He is very good at casting vision. He had a vision for how it might
be…He’s good at articulating the vision and pulling others in. (FG-D-2)

•

We’re constantly communicating and over communicating and
communicating, not in a bad way, but communicating with small groups
and folks. (FG-A-4)
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Involves as many stakeholders as possible.
•

He genuinely likes people. He wants to reach people and he’s supportive
of other peoples’ ideas. It doesn’t have to be his idea for him to support it.
I believe that when somebody wants to do something with the children or
youth, he’s willing to listen to any of that. He doesn’t discount it just
because it wasn’t his idea. (FG-E-5).

•

He may not agree with someone’s point of view, but he’s still tries to
celebrate and honor their place in our community. He tries to bring diverse
groups together and help them recognize the value in everyone. (FG-A-3)

Stays out of the team’s way.
•

I think she tried really hard not to do things that other people on the team
could do. Not going in there stirring when someone else could stir.
Knowing people’s strengths and letting them roll with it so that as many
people as possible were involved and felt a part of it. (FG-C-2)

•

He also does a good job of empowering people. He gives a lot of ministry
away to staff and lay people. There’s not a lot of taking control over
everything since he empowers folks, staff and lay leadership to jump in.
That’s earned a lot of growths in ownership. (FG-A-4)

Listens to people outside the church.
•

She wants to get people from all walks of life with services and things we
do. I wouldn’t have thought five years ago that I would be standing out in
the parking lot handing out candy. It’s great to see the families from
around the neighborhood who don’t come to our church feeling welcome.

Ferguson 182

We are engaged as a church more in our community in many other ways
than we were before. You know that because people will say, “You’re that
church.” We’re beginning to feel that community but not just an inside
community. (FG-B-5)
The next five themes were highlighted by 60 percent of the Focus Groups and
represent the Vision, Call, and Management Categories. Vision represents twelve of the
twenty-seven total highlights (44.44 percent) represented by this group.
Maintains a consistent vision.
•

We have a mission statement, and every single thing we do is seeing
through the lens of how it fits and if it helps forward that mission. With
everything we do, we have to have a specific connection to it, not just
make it general. FG-E-3

Ongoing practice of spiritual disciplines.
•

The MCCI prayer was the one prayer. It was the one that kicked off the
Capital Campaign was Extravagant Welcome. Basing this stuff on prayer
really helped. It was kind of a unifying thing to focus the congregation
when there was a prayer, and everybody could direct themselves to. FG-C3

Casts vision through effective preaching.
•

She made it part of everything the congregation was doing. It came in to
Sunday’s sermon. (FG-C-1)
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Strategically directs the timing of change.
•

She was also instrumental in giving us timelines and made sure we set
timelines. (FG-B-1)

Admits mistakes.
•

Not everything goes well all the time. He’s not afraid to say that it just
didn’t work. Let’s jump right back in, and we’ll try to figure out
something else. We’ve seen him through the low points and the high
points. (FG-D-2)

The next theme was highlighted by 40 percent of the Focus Groups and represents
the Management category.
Manages financial resources effectively.
•

I believe that one of the first things he did was look to cut our spending
while we waited on the growth and giving. (FG-E-5)

•

He’s financially responsible without letting it stifle creativity in
opportunities for growth. The budget’s important, but the budget doesn’t
supersede the mission. (FG-A-4)

The final two themes were highlighted by 20 percent of the Focus Groups (both
were from Focus Group D) and represent the Vision and Ego Strength Categories.
Ensures that the details are done with excellence.
•

Every week we can look and see what needs to be tweaked, and we do.
That’s the way Steve manages. He manages by grace. Even though he
expects excellence, and we know he expects excellence, he does manage
by grace. We always know that it’s always ok to just keep going and do it
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better the next time. We try to make it the best that we can every week.
(FG-D-2)
Effectively fundraises to support the vision.
•

I think he also personalizes it. He’s always looking at it from the” we”
perspective including himself. Even in November when we commit to our
pledges. He’s tells his personal experience and how he goes about
determining, and you physically see him put the pledge card in. It’s the
little things. It’s always coming from the point of view that it’s not just
for you people. (FG-D-1)

In summary, more congruence existed between Interviews and Focus Groups in
Research Question 2 (Behaviors) than in Research Question 1 (Attitudes). Interviewees’
answers were slightly more balanced, but both (Interviewees and Focus Groups) strongly
emphasized Team and Vision. Focus Groups gave much less focus to Ego Strength and
Management while Interviewees were slightly more balanced.
Research Question #3: Description of Evidence
What characteristics (behaviors and attitudes) of a Lead Pastor lead to
successful disruptive innovation within the church?
The questionnaire contains seven questions that address these Characteristics.
Figure 4.11 and Table 4.20 affirm the value of the Pastor’s empowerment of others with
100 percent of respondents answering affirmatively and 73.33 percent strongly agreeing.
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Figure 4.11 Pastor’s empowerment of others (N=30).

Table 4.20 Pastor’s empowerment of others (N=30).
Figure 4.12 and Table 4.21 discuss the differences in pastoral involvement in
leading change. The Pastor’s hands-on approach to leadership was affirmed by 93.33
percent of respondents. While two respondents (6.66 percent) described the Pastor as
“Somewhat hands off,” that number would have been a minority of the respondents at
any church (assuming that they came from the same church, which is not assured). This
response is a minority position. A “Somewhat hands-on” style was affirmed by 30
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percent, which suggests that Pastors need to be involved, but more involvement does not
guarantee that the change will be more effective.

Figure 4.12 Pastor’s leadership style (N=30).

Table 4.21 Pastor’s leadership style (N=30).
One might naturally assume that churches that lead effective change will also
have a healthy culture. Figure 4.13 and Table 4.22 affirm this scenario to be true,
although 23.33 percent describe their church’s culture as less than healthy. This
phenomenon does not mean that lack of cultural health is helpful to change but does
mean that effective change can happen in a variety of cultures but is most likely to
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happen in a healthier culture (76.67 percent were defined as “Healthy” or “Very
Healthy”). This data also suggests that participants have a realistic view of their church as
most (73.33 percent) believe that their church’s culture could be healthier than it
currently is.

Figure 4.13 Health of church culture (N=30).

Table 4.22 Health of church culture (N=30).
Figure 4.14 and Table 4.23 demonstrate that the majority (53.33 percent) of the
Pastors most commonly led mid-sized changes. While all have led effective disruptive
innovations, only 26.67 percent most commonly led big changes and a similar percentage
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(20 percent) most commonly led change that would not typically be considered
innovative (continual, ongoing tweaks).

Figure 4.14 Category of changes that the Pastor leads (N=30).

Table 4.23 Category of changes that the Pastor leads (N=30).
Table 4.24 presents the characteristics that empower the Pastor to lead successful
change. Participants were permitted to check as many items as they saw fit. This data
creates a useful ranking of characteristics that are catalysts for leading successful change.
The three leading items (“Hard working,” “Trustworthy,” and “Positive attitude”) were
virtually identical in ranking. The diversity of these three leading answers (a behavior, a
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characteristic, and an attitude) implies the need for a balanced approach to leading
change.
Questionnaire participants also provided the following “Other” answers:
1. “Excellent communication and relationship building”
2. “Resilient”
3. “Willing to have others lead the ministry. Not hang up in the details of the
everyday affairs of the church. Have not lost personal touch for each
member of the congregation no matter how big the church has become.
People feel they can openly discuss their perspective and are going to be
heard.”
4. “Heart for prayer”
5. “Ability to be vulnerable”
6. “Prayerful”
7. “Belief that God is in this.”
Of these “Other” answers, three are related to spiritual leadership (4, 6, and 7),
two are related to team building (1 and 3), and two are related to ego strength (2 and 5).
This list also implies the need for a balanced approach to leading change.
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Q26: Which of the following
characteristics does the Pastor have that
empower her/him to lead successful change
at your church? Please check all that apply.
Answered: 30 Skipped: 0
Theme
Percentage Responses
Hard working
93.33%
28
Trustworthy
90.00%
27
Positive attitude
86.67%
26
Passionate
76.67%
23
Self-aware
76.67%
23
Courageous
66.67%
20
Sense of urgency
40.00%
12
Other (please specify)
23.33%
7

Table 4.24 Characteristics that empower the Pastor to lead change (N=30).
Table 4.25 shows the weighted ranking and frequency of the characteristics that
questionnaire participants had selected in Question 29 (eight points for a first ranking,
seven for a second, and such). The ranking provided a greater level of variance, because
most of the characteristics had been selected by most of the questionnaire participants in
Question 29. The weighted ranking provides a different ordering of importance as it
shows which items received higher rankings. For example, “Hard working” fell from first
to fourth, which implies that Hard Working is a commonly mentioned item for most of
the Pastors but is rarely ranked highly.
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Q29: Arrange these characteristics of the Pastor in their order of
importance as it relates to leading change, from 1 = most important
to 8 = least important.
Answered: 29

Skipped: 1
ANSWER CHOICES

Trustworthy
Positive attitude
Passionate
Hard working
Self-aware
Courageous
Sense of urgency
[Insert text from Other]

SCORE

FREQUENCY

161
148
137
129
108
98
51
38

26
25
22
27
23
18
12
7

Total Respondents: 29

Table 4.25 Characteristics of the Pastor that lead to successful change, ranked
(N=29).
Table 4.26 ranks the three core MCCI leadership characteristics. Vision Crier led
the three by a large margin, followed by Spiritual Shepherd, then Systems/Tasks
Administrator.

Table 4.26 Characteristics that empower the Pastor to lead change, arranged
(N=30).
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In addition to the Questionnaire, I utilized five Interviews to obtain data from the
Pastor. I categorized the data into specific themes (all fifteen themes emerged from the
Interviews, shown in the vertical axis of Table 4.27), which represent five general
categories (Ego Strength [5 Is]), and Call [5 Is], Vision [4 Is]), Management [3 Is], and
Team [3 Is]). All categories and subsequent themes are listed in Appendix F. The
Interviews provided relevant data on the Pastor’s characteristics that support change.
Table 4.27 shows the number of times that each theme appeared in an Interview (I) and
shows the category that the theme represents. The alphabetical labels of each Interview
and Focus Group in Tables 4.27 and 4.28 correspond with the same church (e.g. FG-A is
the Focus Group for the Pastor who participated in Interview A [I-A]).
THEME
I-A
Sense of call and personal alignment with the change 1
Understands the context
1
Accepted that some people would not support the change
1
Confident
1
Patient
1
Positive attitude
Trustworthy
3
Self-aware
Understands data before making a decision
1
Courageous
Adjusts the vision when it is not confirmed by others 1
Passionate
Addressed conflict courageously
Sense of urgency
Humble

I-B
2
3
2
3
1
5
4
1

2

I-C
1
1
1
1

I-D
1

1
3
2
1
1
1
2
2

1
1
1

2

I-E TOTAL % of INTERVIEWS
1
6
100%
3
8
80%
3
7
80%
1
6
80%
1
4
80%
3
11
60%
1
8
60%
2
5
60%
2
4
60%
2
4
60%
1
3
60%
1
3
60%
4
40%
1
3
40%
2
40%

CATEGORY
Call
Vision
Ego Strength
Ego Strength
Ego Strength
Vision
Team
Ego Strength
Management
Ego Strength
Vision
Call
Ego Strength
Call
Ego Strength

Table 4.27 Interview data regarding the Pastor’s Characteristics that lead to
successful change (N=5)
The following quotes from Interviews illustrate the fifteen themes that explain the
Pastor’s characteristics that support change. The first theme was highlighted by 100
percent of the Interviews and represents the Call category.
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Sense of call and personal alignment with the change.
•

The starting point is that I have to embrace this. If I’m not going to lead in
this area, then it’s not going to happen. (I-D)

•

We were praying that we wanted to see new people come to know God
through our church. I think the whole initiative really helped not only to
change my focus, but hopefully the focus of the church. (I-E)

The next four themes were highlighted by 80 percent of the Focus Groups and
represent the Ego Strength and Vision Categories. The Ego Strength category represents
three of these four themes (75 percent) as well as seven of the total fifteen characteristics
themes (46.66 percent) and thirty-two of the total (seventy-eight) Interview highlights
(41.03 percent).
Understands the context.
•

They were in rapid decline numerically, financially and so part of it was
motivated simply out of the fact that we had to do something different or
the church would just continue on the pace of which it was heading. So it
was motivated out of a reality of where the church was, and I think they
had come to that realization as they realized about half of the people who
used to be there weren’t there anymore. (I-A)

•

Part of the DNA that is so important is knowing the story of the past. This
church started the [REDACTED] in the city of [REDACTED]. (I-B)

Accepted that some people would not support the change.
•

I don’t get too worked up. I anticipate that in transition people are going to
get a little squirrely. I anticipate they need a lightning rod to throw their
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anger frustration at. I think I can absorb some of that pretty well. I just
anticipate that in change there’s going to be ambiguity and uncertainty. (IA)
•

Some people, they could just never get in on that dream. (I-B)

Confident.
•

I’m going to do this, and we are going to do this because this is our shot. It
is time. (I-C)

•

That was a change that I did not have to have hesitancy with. We’ve got to
get this under an hour for sure. We did that quickly. (I-E)

Patient.
•

I felt pretty strongly that we should sit on it until we could discern what it
is we were called to (I-B)

•

I had to keep holding that expectation out that this is where we’re going.
This is where we’re going. When there wasn’t a breakthrough as quickly
as somebody wants that breakthrough, we’re still going to stay the course.
We’re not going to just leave this behind and move on to something else.
(I-D)

The next seven themes were highlighted by 60 percent of the Focus Groups, and
they represent all five categories. While two themes (Positive Attitude and Trustworthy)
stand out with the highest total highlights, these themes were each heavily highlighted by
I-B to give them a score that is higher than the other themes.
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Positive attitude.
•

The coming together of thinking that this could be a really exciting
thing… (I-B)

•

I’d like to lobby everybody to come to church. This church is doing an
amazing ministry. You’re the church who does things. Seriously you’re
the church who does things. I feel like I’m getting to do what I’ve been
trying to do for [REDACTED] years here if that makes sense. I’m getting
to do something really fabulous right now. (I-C)

Trustworthy.
•

We tried to be as transparent as we could be. That was also part of the past
heartbreak here. People felt done too. As much as possible, we are doing
this together. (I-B)

•

Trying to be transparent with them, I think they started to trust me a little
more. Then we started to make incremental changes, and they were
willing to jump on board more. (I-A)

Self-aware.
•

I pretty much pay attention to what’s going on in my body. I can feel it
when there’s a clench. It’s kind of Grinch like, and that’s what my alterego feels like. When I get inordinately curious, that raises concern. I’m
always doing a self-assessment of what’s got me hooked. How am I
holding my grip? Are my hands open or are they clenched? Just physically
what is going on and why is this wooing up in my body? I can feel thus
far. I know what it feels like to feel like my ego is driving the bus. (I-B).
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•

I’m sure I did too much, but there were certain places where I stayed out
of it. (I-C)

Understands data before making a decision.
•

I didn’t just get up in front of the church and make this announcement. We
spent a year studying [REDACTED], gathering information and
documentation. (I-A)

Courageous.
•

You walk through a narthex, and you know who stops talking. You say,
“I’m going to go up and talk to those people. (I-B)

•

Somehow the sheet I presented [REDACTED] was somehow leaked…It
was just misinterpreted all together. I just shut that down. (I-E)

Adjusts the vision when it is not confirmed by others.
•

I usually come in with a plan; not that it’s my way or the highway but at
least there’s a plan to start out with that it’s well thought out so we can
begin to adjust to it. (I-E)

•

In the initial stages, I started presenting some ideas about [REDACTED].
There was very little energy around that. I chose not to push that even
though I think that it is something we need to consider. Initially it was too
much, and I could sense that as people were pushing back. I’m not going
to jam one more thing down their throat. We are making such strategic
change and rapid change, that I felt like it was too much. I pulled back a
little bit. (I-A)
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Passionate.
•

It was making the change. I know that [REDACTED] certainly increased
now. Don’t scratch that. I worked hard for that money. It was a real
positive win for the church. (I-C)

•

Seeing that not only those outside but seeing the people inside be revived
in their faith and feel like there’s something happening here. That’s
exciting. Changing lives not only spiritually, but then inspiring the people
hopefully to do something about it. (I-E)

The next three themes were highlighted by 40 percent of the Focus Groups and
represent the Ego Strength and Call Categories.
Addressed conflict courageously.
•

You walk through a narthex, and you know who stops talking. You say,
“I’m going to go up and talk to those people. (I-B)

•

My DS has said that I’m not growing. “Your worship attendance is going
down….Maybe you are an unintentional interim.” I went to the bishop
and said that I’m not an unintentional interim. You need to give me the
tools I need to do this. You sent me to grow the church; you need to give
me what I need to do it. I want to do the MCCI thing. (I-C)

Sense of urgency.
•

Then I came here, and everything was a mess. That’s helpful because there
wasn’t any of that kind of sugar coating that we can get along without
doing the added work. We are in trouble. We have lost tons of families
over the conflict before I came here. (I-C)
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Humble.
•

I think it’s really easy to get used to being the person that everybody
listens to. We have to be careful not to be the biggest, most important kid
on the playground and look at our privilege. We have to be really careful
about how we use that privilege, because it’s volatile. What matters a lot
to me is being mindful of that. (I-B)

In addition to the Questionnaire and Interview, I utilized five Focus Groups to
obtain data from others at the church who were instrumental in leading change. I
categorized the data into specific themes (thirteen themes emerged from the Focus
Groups, shown in the vertical axis of Table 4.28), which represent five general categories
(Team [5 FGs], Vision [5 FGs]), Management [5 FGs], Ego Strength [5 FGs], and Call [4
FGs]). All categories and subsequent themes are listed in Appendix F. The Focus Groups
provided relevant data on the Pastor’s characteristics that support change. Table 4.28
shows the number of times that each theme appeared in a Focus Group (FG) and shows
the category that the theme represents. The alphabetical labels of each Interview and
Focus Group in Tables 4.28 and 4.29 correspond with the same church (e.g. FG-A is the
Focus Group for the Pastor who participated in Interview A [I-A]).
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THEME
FG-A FG-B FG-C FG-D FG-E TOTAL % of FOCUS GROUPS
Understands data before making a decision
1
4
4
2
2
13
100%
Trustworthy
1
1
1
1
2
6
100%
Patient
4
1
1
2
8
80%
Addressed conflict courageously
3
3
1
1
8
80%
Adjusts the vision when it is not confirmed by others
2
1
1
2
6
80%
Humble
1
2
1
2
6
80%
Understands the context
2
1
1
1
5
80%
Confident
5
2
1
8
60%
Positive attitude
2
1
2
5
60%
Passionate
2
1
3
40%
Sense of call and personal alignment with the change
1
1
2
40%
Courageous
1
1
2
40%
Sense of urgency
1
1
20%
Accepted that some people would not support the change
0
0%
Self-aware
0
0%

CATEGORY
Management
Team
Ego Strength
Ego Strength
Vision
Ego Strength
Vision
Ego Strength
Vision
Call
Call
Ego Strength
Call
Ego Strength
Ego Strength

Table 4.28 Focus Group data regarding the Pastor’s Characteristics that lead to
successful change (N=5)
The following quotes from Focus Groups illustrate the fifteen themes that explain
the Pastor’s characteristics toward change. When comments are quoted from a Focus
Group, the number refers to the person who made the comment (e.g. FG-A-1 refers to the
first speaker in the group, and all further comments with that label were made by that
speaker).
The first two themes represent the Management and Team categories and were
highlighted by 100 percent of the Focus Groups. “Understands data before making a
decision” was highlighted 62.5 percent more often than any other theme.
Understands data before making a decision.
•

We worked efficiently in the homework and things that we did. It wasn’t
just coming and talking about it. There was lots of work and research.
(FG-B-1)

•

We had somebody who worked in marketing, and he really analyzed the
marketing aspects as to what the demographics in the community looked
like. (FG-C-3)
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Trustworthy.
•

He is also willing to be vulnerable and put himself on the altar as well as
share personal information. That allows people to feel a connection.
When you feel a connection, that allows you to follow that direction with
more confidence. There’s more trust, and he is really good at that. (FG-A2)

•

[NAME REDACTED] brought more transparency to the situation and was
very clear. Before I felt like there was not a lot of transparency on what
was happening. His philosophy of managing finances was very different
than the previous boss did at managing finances (FG-E-6)

The next five themes represent the Ego Strength and Team Vision and were
highlighted by 80 percent of the Focus Groups. Ego Strength is the most commonly
repeated category, represented by five out of the thirteen highlights (38.46 percent). Ego
Strength represents thirty-two of the seventy-three (43.84 percent) highlights. If the high
level of repetition from FG-A is reduced from the first two themes (“Patient” and
“Addressed conflict courageously”), there is no significant difference between the
repetition within this group.
Patient.
•

I don’t think he made any drastic changes the first several years. There
were not any major changes. (FG-A-4)

•

He knows it needs to go slowly. (FG-D-2)
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Addressed conflict courageously.
•

Before he came, some people who were newer people came to the church.
There were some folks that would say things about how it used to be. It’s
always been done that way. Some people would not want to get involved.
He changed that a lot. (FG-A-3)

•

She also is not afraid if she saw a committee going a different direction or
not being structured, she would meet with the chair and the people leading
that to talk about how to get it back on track or what they can do
differently. She wasn’t afraid to address if she saw there was a lag in
where we needed to be. (FG-B-5)

Adjusts the vision when it is not confirmed by others.
•

I think that you set a goal up here, and I don’t know that anyone’s
disappointed with our results but at some point, you realize that you’re
going to reach to here. There’s going to be a little gap, and there’s going to
be some things that you wanted to go after and you couldn’t. I would say
that she recognized that along the way, and so she didn’t needlessly push
things. She watched it flow and realized when to pause (FG-C-1)

•

He was willing to flex. If something’s not working or if you are getting
some feedback, he would take a step back, evaluate and say that this is
what we’re going to do and why we’re going to do it. He would talk us
through all the way and let everybody know what was coming and why it
was coming. (FG-E-2)
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Humble.
•

She’s really out front, but she doesn’t do it in a way that denies other
people’s contributions. (FG-B-5)

•

He is also very aware of his skill sets. If it’s not his strength, he will be the
first one to say that. I’ve heard him say that many times. That’s not
necessarily always true. He is very humble. (FG-D-3)

Understands the context.
•

We’ve always been a congregation that has been, from day one, a
congregation built on hospitality and welcome. I think that got lost in the
difficulties and troubles, and Jason was able to coax that out of it. So part
of the DNA was not lost, but hibernating. (FG-A-4)

•

She really saw this [REDACTED] as an asset instead of an anchor. I think
she was motivated to fill the space with a vision. (FG-B-4)

The next two themes represent the Ego Strength and Vision Categories and were
highlighted by 60 percent of the Focus Groups.
Confident.
•

He has opinions, not that he disrespects other people’s opinions. He
definitely has an opinion of how he thinks it should go. If there’s evidence
to swing that around, then more power to you. He will also probably have
a rebuttal on why his way is better. (FG-A-4)

•

She wasn’t afraid to say how what we had is not working. She was able to
say that publicly but also explain why, and that there could be a way to
find a process that would help us go through that. That was really
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important. She wasn’t afraid to say what we were doing wasn’t working.
(FG-B-5)
Positive attitude.
•

She certainly avoids shame. She’s always very positive and talks about our
potential as well as how we can live up to our potential. She would frame
it in a positive way. (FG-B-3)

•

She’s all about making sure that everyone knows the successes and is
celebrating those successes. We can see the difference on a Sunday
morning. She’s being very transparent even from the altar and speaking to
the new people about how we love having the new visitors. This is exactly
what we were moving toward. She’s helping us now to nurture those seeds
that we planted to help them grow into more. (FG-C-1)

The next three themes represent the Call and Ego Strength and were highlighted
by 40 percent of the Focus Groups.
Passionate.
•

She was coming in, and she was going to be taking us to the next level
(FG-C-1)

Sense of call and personal alignment with the change.
•

He has accepted his call on his life. He disciples people. He offers help to
people. (FG-E 2)

Courageous.
•

She avoided indirect conversation. She’s very direct with what she says.
(FG-B-3)
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•

I would say she is fearless. We’re doing it. We can’t be scared. (FG-C-2)

The final theme represents the Call category and was highlighted by 20 percent of
the Focus Groups.
Sense of urgency.
•

Darn if she was going to let it die. (FG-C-1)

In summary, Research Question 3 (Characteristics) had the most diverse group of
answers from both Interviews and Focus Groups and both emphasized Ego Strength
much more heavily than in previous answers. However, the Focus Groups continued the
pattern of emphasizing the Characteristics that directly impacted the team, whereas the
Interviews were more balanced and focused more on the things that were more directly
related to the Pastor than to the Team.
Finally, Interviews and Focus Groups both identified pastoral Weaknesses
(fourteen total) as is demonstrated in Table 4.29. These weaknesses represent four of the
five categories (Ego Strength [6 weaknesses], Management [4 weaknesses], Team [2
weaknesses], Vision [2 weaknesses], and Call [0 weaknesses]).
While most Weaknesses were reasonably balanced between the Interviews and
Focus Groups, two outliers existed. “Taking on too much” was highlighted seven times
by Focus Groups but zero times by interviews. Conversely, “Dismissive of those who
disagree” was highlighted by three Interviews but zero Focus Groups.
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Weaknesses
Interviews Focus Groups Category
Taking on too much
0
7 Management
Lack of patience
3
2 Ego Strength
Communication with team
3
1 Team
Not bold enough
2
2 Ego Strength
Avoiding conflict
1
2 Ego Strength
Perfectionism
1
2 Management
Becoming discouraged
2
1 Ego Strength
Too strong willed
0
3 Ego Strength
Dismissive of those who disagree
3
0 Team
Takes criticism personally
0
3 Ego Strength
More analytical than visionary
1
0 Vision
Preaching
1
0 Vision
More visionary than analytical
1
0 Management
Micromanages
0
1 Management

Table 4.29 Pastoral Weaknesses
Summary of Major Findings
Several major findings emerged based on the data analysis. They are summarized
here and will be further discussed in the next chapter:
1. Team leadership is central to leading effective disruptive innovation
2. Effective communication with the congregation and the leadership teams
3. Importance of a belief in divine action combined with human action
4. A balanced approach to risk management
5. The importance of mid-sized changes
6. The diversity of answers implies the need for a balanced leadership approach
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CHAPTER 5
LEARNING REPORT FOR THE PROJECT
Overview of the Chapter
The purpose of the research was to identify the qualities within the Lead Pastor
that correlate with disruptive innovation within local multi-staff churches in the MCCI
(Missional Church Consultation Initiative). Local churches are living organisms that must
innovate in order to effectively fulfill their mission. Change is required because churches
have life cycles that are reasonably predictable. Metrics and health do not increase
indefinitely. Consequently, effective Lead Pastors must lead innovation to set the stage
for the next powerful move of the Holy Spirit, which can relaunch the local church into a
new lifecycle of health and growth. Church innovation is God’s work, but church
innovation also typically requires effective human effort in order to bring about the
miracle of new life in a church.
Unfortunately, change is hard. Change is rarely well-received even when it is
desperately needed. When disruptive innovation is needed in a local church, disruptive
innovation often requires a Herculean effort on the part of the Lead Pastor to guide the
church’s leadership to make these changes. Herein lies the problem that this research
seeks to address. Many reasons exist as to why the Lead Pastor may be unable to lead
disruptive innovation, and qualities within the Lead Pastor exists that will either increase
or decrease her/his ability to lead these difficult changes. To address this concern, church
leaders must understand the qualities that will correlate with positive disruptive
innovation.
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Studying those pastors who have effectively led disruption in order to determine if
there are consistent qualities within Lead Pastors that correlate with effective disruptive
innovation is helpful. This research studies Lead Pastors who have effectively led
disruptive innovation (defined in this research as innovation that leads to growth of at
least 20 percent within a three-year period) within the church by understanding their
behaviors, attitudes, and characteristics that may have led to effective disruptive
innovation.
Major Findings
First Finding: Team leadership is central to leading effective disruptive innovation
Without fail, every leader in this study put substantially more focus on leading her
team than on her own individual actions. Focus Group feedback spoke more about the
Pastor’s leadership of the team than about any other aspect of her leadership. While team
leadership is expected at multi-staff churches like the ones that were studied, the data
strongly suggests that the Pastor’s leadership of the team is vital to the success of any
effective disruptive innovation. Pastors cannot lead these highly impactful innovations
alone, and their teams need the Pastor’s guidance in order to support and bring about the
innovations. Questions 24 and 14 list “Casts a clear vision” as the most important thing
that a leader does (see second finding in this chapter), followed by “Builds the right team
to lead,” then “Strategically directs the timing of change” (see fourth and fifth findings in
this chapter).
As the literature review in chapter two suggests, the leader’s responsibility for
leading the team of innovators and creating a culture of innovation is much greater than
personal responsibility to innovate (Zscheile 28). The next innovative idea might come
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from an unexpected person on the team, and the leader must be able to identify and
empower that idea and the person(s) from which it comes (Bluestein 113).
Pastors do this by creating and sustaining a culture that fosters innovation.
Consequently, the church’s culture is often the first place where the Pastor needs to
innovate. Cultural change is difficult but essential because leadership and culture “are
two sides of the same coin” (Schein 1). Cultural change can only occur when the Pastor
demonstrates that he is worthy of his team’s trust. Sometimes this work is done by
replacing leaders who are unable or unwilling to work together to build the culture that is
needed. Staff will not give their best work to a Pastor who they do not trust, and the
Pastor cannot lead change with leaders that he does not trust. Trust is foundational for all
human relationships (Sinek 103).
The churches in this study rely heavily upon unpaid volunteer work to accomplish
their missions. Innovation is truly a team sport, played by people (servant or part-time
staff) who have limited time to devote to innovation. Consequently, these teams must be
comprised of the right people, not just the most available people. This makeup is often
challenging because these people are often the busiest people in the church. Leonard and
Swap (167) recommend that leaders build teams that include the following perspectives:
know-what, know-how, and know-who. The effective Lead Pastor will build robust teams
of persons from each of these categories.
The biblical foundation on which this research is based affirms the need for
leaders to work with others in order to bring about change. God responded to Moses’ lack
of faith by assigning Moses’ brother (Aaron) to speak on Moses’ behalf to Pharaoh
(Exod. 4.10-16). Later in Moses’ life, he would need to rely on teams even more. In the
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battle against the Amalekites in Exodus 17.12-14, Aaron and Hur held Moses’ arms up
when he was too tired to do so. In Exodus 18, Jethro came to visit his exhausted son-inlaw, and he taught Moses the basics of systematic delegation.
Samuel was another leader who did not function alone, as he was used by God to
appoint two kings of Israel (Saul and David in 1 Samuel 15 and 16). These events would
open the door for the golden years of Israel’s history: the reign of David and his son
Solomon. Though a small team, God used Samuel’s interactions with both Saul and
David to lead Israel through both difficult and good times.
Second Finding: Effective communication with the congregation and the leadership
teams
The second finding is tightly intertwined with the first and again underscores the
reality that leading effective disruptive innovation is a team sport. The Pastor must
effectively communicate with the congregation and team(s) of leaders that execute both
the overarching mission of the church and the specific vision for change. This process
begins with the Pastor’s personal commitment to the mission and the vision for change.
People emulate their leaders, and if the vision is not real with the leader, then the vision is
not real with her team. Any vision for change must be deeply connected with the longterm mission of the church, and the Pastor must communicate this connection effectively
so that people can understand that this change is congruent with who God has been
calling us to be in the past and who God is calling us to be in the future.
Most importantly, the data from this study suggests that the Pastor must be a clear
and consistent communicator of the overarching vision on an ongoing basis in order to
help their teams see how innovation fits within the mission of the organization. As the
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literature review in chapter two suggests, without ongoing, passionate, and accurate
communication of the vision, the church members may become passive in their
commitment to innovate because the church feels like a ship without a rudder (Kanter 8081).
Effective communication of vision begins with the “why” instead of the “how”
(Sinek 41), because the church must be inspired about the reasoning behind the vision
before they are willing to give sacrificially to support the vision. As Sinek wisely noted,
“Dr. Martin Luther King gave the ‘I Have a Dream’ speech, not the ‘I Have a Plan’
speech…The plan had its place, but not on the steps of the Lincoln Memorial” (129).
While communicating the “why,” Pastors need to lovingly help the church
understand the problem(s) with maintaining the status quo (Conger and Kanungo 53).
This process is commonly known as creating a “burning platform” from which the
organization/market/individual needs to move (Hines 45-46). Tony Robbins has been
credited with saying: “We resist change until the pain of staying the same is greater than
the pain of change.” Christensen’s research found that people are much more responsive
to a threat than an opportunity (Prewitt interviewing Christensen). Consequently, a leader
may demonstrate how maintaining the status quo is a threat to the organization’s survival
instead of describing the blue-sky world that could be accomplished if the right steps are
taken. The leader must do this with integrity, without threatening the individuals
involved. Instead, she is helping them to understand the urgent need for change.
The biblical foundations of this research show that God chose Moses to bring
massive disruptive innovation in Egypt by delivering God’s command to “let my people
go!” (Exod. 5.1). This command presented a powerful vision that was challenging both to
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Pharaoh and to the Israelites whose lives would be massively disrupted by leaving Egypt
(even though the change was for the better, the temptation to want to return to Egyptian
slavery instead of dealing with the difficulties of change was present). Later, Joshua
would step forward in an uncertain time and follow God’s call to all leaders of disruptive
innovation: “Be strong and courageous” (Josh. 1.6, 9).
In the story of Stephen, the first Christian martyr, he passionately communicated
the need for the biggest disruptive innovation in history: Christ has fulfilled the Old
Testament law, and thus changed the way that humans worship God. While Stephen’s
ability to lead this change was cut short by his martyrdom, his communication was highly
effective in motivating change and fueling the growth of Christianity throughout
centuries of persecution and suffering.
Third Finding: Importance of a belief in divine action, combined with human action
Innovation itself is an amoral issue as innovation is neither good nor bad.
However, innovation within the church should always be driven first by a vision that God
gives to the church. Sometimes this vision is received from God by the Pastor, other
times this vision is received by a person within the church who communicates the vision
to the Pastor. Regardless, divine action is the starting point for all effective church
innovation.
Pastors in this study clearly believed that they are called by God to courageously
lead the church, and leading innovation is an essential part of that calling. However, they
are all action-oriented leaders who begin with prayer and then leap into action by casting
vision, directing their teams, ensuring that details are done with excellence,
communicating consistently, dealing with conflict as it arises, and having the courage and
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ego strength to look at the hard facts (especially when the facts relate to their own
shortcomings as leaders).
As the literature review in chapter two suggests, pastors and churches must
understand that innovation is not in conflict with a healthy commitment to the orthodoxy
of faith. Embracing disruptive innovation is not contrary to the Judeo/Christian faith
tradition, which is inherently innovative (Zscheile 25), as the biblical foundations of the
literature review demonstrate.
For example, through a challenging sequence of conflicts with Pharaoh and the
discouraged Israelites, Moses called down ten devastating plagues that ultimately caused
Pharaoh to listen to God’s command and free the Israelites (Exod. 4.18-12.41). Moses
acted by speaking in obedient faith, and God responded by pouring out supernatural
judgment that would lead to freedom and justice for the oppressed Israelites. Later in the
battle against the Amalekites (Exod. 17.12-14), God instructed Moses to hold up his arms
(human action) in order to unleash the power of the divine action (miraculous victory in
battle). Joshua challenged the people to remain faithful to their covenant with God (Josh.
23-24). God used Joshua to disrupt forty years of unfaithfulness and courageously lead
the Israelites into the Promised Land.
In the New Testament, Stephen called for a new way of worshipping God by
trusting in the sacrifice of Jesus instead of the sacrifice of animals as payment for sins
(Acts 7). Stephen did this because he believed that God had sent Jesus (divine action) and
thus human behavior must change as well (human action). In the account of Saul’s
conversion (Acts 9), Ananias obediently prayed (human action) for Saul, trusting that
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God had called Ananias to do so, and that God would miraculously restore Saul’s vision
(divine action).
Fourth Finding: A balanced approach to risk management
The words “disruptive innovation” sound risky by nature. One might reasonably
assume that Pastors who successfully implement innovation are regularly taking large
risks to bring massive change to their churches. While this idea may sound exciting, the
data does not support this assumption. Instead, these Pastors carefully weighed the risks
of innovation, leading in the tension of courageous innovation and patient guidance
depending on the needs of the particular situation.
Pastors in this study take risk very seriously. They do not innovate for the sake of
innovation, but instead they take bold and calculated risks that they prayerfully believe
will launch their churches into new lifecycles and seasons of fruitfulness. They are not
afraid of making unpopular decisions, although some define themselves as being
somewhat conflict-adverse. However, this inclination does not stop them from leading
boldly because of the burning passion that they have to live out their calling with
faithfulness and hopefully success in leading their churches effectively.
As the literature review in chapter two reports, most innovation is adaptive
(ongoing process of improvement within existing structures and systems), not disruptive
(larger changes that are made to reach a new market) (Randazzo 58). Sustaining
innovation is less risky and is often best for churches because it plays into its
demonstrated strengths and assets.
Disruptive innovation is exciting and often necessary but is not appropriate for
every church. By definition, it involves risk that must be properly assessed, executed, and
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evaluated (Bluestein 110). In some situations, the church may not have the capacity
(staff, finance, lay leadership, or otherwise) to lead a particular innovation. While
courage is essential to leading disruptive innovation and results are never guaranteed,
leaders must count the cost before leading innovation (Luke 14.28). The Pastors in this
study continually lead from a tension between their desire for innovation and faith in a
God who can do anything and their realistic assessment of the church’s ability to
innovate. They are leaders of great faith in a God who speaks both through powerful
visions and mundane spreadsheets. To lead without the former is to be agnostic, to lead
without the latter is to use “faith” as justification for absolutely anything. These leaders
lead by faith in God, not faith in faith itself.
Pastors in this study were motivated by an honest understanding of the relevant
data about their church. They did not make change for the sake of making change, yet
they also refused to ignore key metrics that suggested the need for change. “Facts are our
friends. The longer we as a society insist on ignoring them when they get too
uncomfortable, the more we erode our potential to be truly great” (S. Segal 34).
Christensen reminds us that the behaviors that brought success also make it difficult to
embrace the need to change in order to reach new people (The Innovator's Dilemma 26).
Appropriate timing is essential to all innovation, especially disruptive innovation.
Pastors in this study were intentional about the timing of the changes they led although
sometimes they started the changes later than the ideal timeframe. They also worked
extensively to hear and understand feedback from their congregants and the surrounding
community as they considered the possibility of leading disruptive innovation. Pastors
counted the cost of change, and, when things did not go as planned, they paused to listen
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to feedback and make adjustments as needed. However, they also had the courage to push
forward when they believed in the need for change, even when it was not popular and the
outcomes were uncertain.
Most of the leaders described a time where during the process of innovation, they
realized that they had made a decision that was not the best decision for the congregation.
None of those decisions were the actual disruptive innovation, but they were typically
one of the many changes that were brought about by the innovation. The Pastors listened
to their leaders and quickly corrected the problem. For example, one of the MCCI
coaches encouraged a Pastor to move aggressively on some much-needed decluttering of
the facility. However, the decluttering was met with significant pushback. The Pastor
wisely realized that this aggressive plan of decluttering would potentially sidetrack the
entire MCCI initiative because the idea was so unpopular. Having met with the leadership
team, the Pastor made the decision to deprioritize decluttering and to focus on other
changes that would quickly bear fruit that the congregation would appreciate. This wise
decision enabled the MCCI process to be more successful because the Pastor listened to
the leaders and assessed the risks appropriately.
These Pastors were willing to take risks and “fail fast” while still assessing the
danger of failure (Paese 58). They embraced failure while carefully managing the risks to
the entire organization, ensuring that staff and leadership teams were tasked with
responsibilities that were a good match for their capability as leaders.
The biblical foundations of the literature review demonstrate the need to assess
the risks before innovating. Moses, a fugitive who had murdered an abusive Egyptian
(Exod. 2.11-15), was a highly reluctant agent of innovation who was filled with excuses
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as to why he could not effectively lead this courageous and dangerous innovation (Exod.
3-4). While Moses’ example can rightly be critiqued for lacking faith, he did demonstrate
the need to ask questions while assessing risk. Unlike Moses, the Pastors in this study did
not experience a theophany while standing before a burning bush.
Fifth Finding: The importance of mid-sized changes
Pastors who participated in this study led change that resulted in a minimum of 20
percent growth in some area of their church. The assumption of this study was that a
large growth like that would likely correlate with some large-scale disruptive change.
That assumption was accurate with most but not all of the churches. Some simply led a
series of adaptive changes that led to sustained growth. Even in those churches where
disruptive change was made, the disruptive change always was made in tandem with midsized adaptive changes. This phenomenon suggests that disruptive change is helpful, but
not essential, for leading growth.
The literature review in chapter two demonstrates many ways in which
Christensen’s disruptive invocation model is helpful for churches. While that was the
model that inspired this research, Kanter (82) defines a strategy for innovation with a
broader definition of disruptive innovation than Christensen’s definition affords. Kanter’s
pyramid shows three distinct areas that provide opportunities for disruptive innovation:
the peak (big bets), the middle (promising experiments), and the base (continual,
incremental innovations).
Pastors in this study were used by God to bring growth as they led with
excellence in all three areas of this pyramid. Their innovations were not about inventing
new-to-the-world ideas but about taking existing church concepts and effectively
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implementing them (Tan X). Pastors sometimes mistakenly identify themselves as bold
visionaries who fearlessly pursue innovation. This perception of self makes for a few
exciting tales of success, and also leads to countless accounts of failure. Instead, they
should take the right next faithful step, which is sometimes large but often incremental
(Clubb 160).
The biblical foundations of the literature review demonstrate that Christian
conversion is no exception to the long process of disruptive innovation. To be saved is to
be delivered from bondage, brought into freedom, rescued from death, and given a new
lease on life. That life which is reclaimed by God's saving action becomes human life as
was intended to be--abundant life, eternal life, life in the Spirit (John 5, 6; Rom. 8.1-10; 1
John 5) (Oden 562). Christian conversion is the most significant, long-term disruptive
innovation that a person ever experiences. Conversion begins with a decision to trust
Jesus as one’s Savior and Lord and continues throughout her entire life as she daily
decides to respond to the voice of the Holy Spirit, which often calls us to adaptive
changes but sometimes disruptive changes as well.
Sixth Finding: The diversity of answers implies the need for a balanced leadership
approach
The data affirms that there is no “correct” leadership style for leading disruptive
innovation. Every church has unique needs, and every leader has his own style of
leadership that must be appropriately applied to the needs of the church. The Pastors in
this study adapted their styles based upon the needs of their churches.
The findings of this study did not produce a narrow profile of “The Model Leader
of Disruptive Innovation.” Instead, the findings demonstrate some key commonalities
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(demonstrated in the first five findings) and also a diversity of attitudes, behaviors, and
characteristics that are highlighted for some successful Pastors and churches but may not
be applicable to other Pastors and churches who also led effective disruptive innovation.
The data suggests that the pastor must demonstrate excellence in all six categories in
Appendix F (Call, Ego Strength, Management, Team, and Vision) but no perfect formula
for success exists on how these categories are emphasized or employed in church
leadership.
The literature review in Chapter two demonstrates the need for pastors to have a
variety of leadership tools to utilize as needed in a variety of situations. Churches are
complex organisms that do not follow a “one size fits all” approach to leadership. No
craftsman can use every tool, but the best craftsmen will be able to use a variety of tools.
Effective pastors adapt their leadership style as needed (Atwater & Bass 66).
Pastors who lead innovation must expect that their parishioners will respond in a
variety of ways across Rogers’ Diffusion of Innovation (a foundational theory in the
study of innovation that was developed in 1962). Rogers describes humans in the
following categories: Innovators (2.5 percent), Early Adopters (13.5 percent), Early
Majority (34 percent), Late Majority (34 percent), and Laggards (16 percent). Although
most people are reasonably consistent in their response to change, they still may find
themselves in multiple categories depending on the area of change. For example, a person
may be an innovator with mobile technology who always gets the newest phones but a
Laggard with changes to his church’s worship service because he (knowingly or
unknowingly) desires that church should be the one place that stays the same in the midst
of an ever-changing world. Pastors in this study were successful when they were able to

Ferguson 219

hear the voices of their key leaders and lead them as they need to be led in the specific
situation. Again, simply no “one size fits all” approach exists to leading change.
The biblical foundations of the literature review do not directly address this
finding because they focus predominantly on large scale, disruptive innovations.
However, the Bible clearly gives examples of the need for a balanced leadership
approach. For example, Moses led many disruptive changes (such as leading the Israelites
out of slavery and receiving the Law at Mount Sinai), yet he also led smaller incremental
changes as well (responding to God’s call when holding up his arms so that the Israelites
would be victorious against the their enemies in their battle against the Amalekites).
Ministry Implications of the Findings
While this study was restricted to multi-staff churches who participated in the
MCCI, the study’s findings are not limited to churches that meet those criteria. These
findings are relevant to every pastor who discerns God’s call to lead change. These
Pastors must have the courage to lead change boldly, the love for others to build highperformance teams and communicate effectively with them and the congregation, the
humility to admit mistakes and learn from them, and the work ethic to follow through
with excellence on the details that are needed to bring about change.
These findings are particularly relevant to the MCCI as they continue the work of
refining the selection and training of pastors who will be effective in leading MCCI
congregations. The opinion of this researcher is that both the selection of the right leaders
and the training of those leaders are absolutely essential to the success of the MCCI
program. If pastors are admitted into the program who have major deficiencies in the key
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themes (Appendix F), they will struggle to lead change effectively unless they have an
exceptionally high openness to coaching and critical feedback.
Limitations of the Study
Since the study focuses on the successes of effective leaders, the study highlights
leadership attitudes, behaviors, and characteristics that worked. Consequently,
conclusions from silence should not be made, because these are the areas of leadership
that were most noteworthy. Just because one area of leadership received lower emphasis
does not mean that this area can be ignored or that this area is unimportant. Consider the
following example: in a typical weekend worship service, no one compliments the sound
board operator because his work is virtually unnoticed if he does his work well. However,
everyone knows if he does an ineffective job, and they will be quick to voice their
concerns. Countless hours of preparation by the pastors and worship leaders will be
damaged because of error(s) by a person who is often overlooked. Likewise, many
essential characteristics of effective leaders exist that are unaddressed or under-addressed
in this research, but one should not assume that these characteristics are unimportant or
optional. Church leadership, especially as church leadership relates to successful
disruptive innovation, is an incredibly complex task that cannot be simplified into a basic
formula.
Additionally, one should not make the mistake of devaluing items that are lowerranked in the data. Instead, the high-ranking items should be seen as having primary
importance, but the lower items must also be lived out either by the Pastor herself or by
her leadership team(s).
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For example, there are three core MCCI leadership characteristics (Spiritual
Shepherd, Systems/Task Administrator, and Vision Crier). When participants ranked
these three, Vision Crier led the three by a large margin (60 percent of the first place
votes), followed by Spiritual Shepherd (23 percent of the first place votes), then
Systems/Tasks Administrator (17 percent of the first place votes). However, these
findings do not mean that one can effectively lead disruptive innovations without
providing leadership to the systems/tasks that will implement and sustain the disruptive
innovation. Instead, the findings mean that casting the vision is of primary importance,
and thus a lack of systems/tasks to organize will exist if the vision is not proclaimed with
clarity and excellence in an ongoing manner.
Unexpected Observations
During the literature review (Chapter 2), I quickly realized the beautiful
complexity of attitudes, behaviors, and characteristics that is required to effectively lead
disruptive innovation. While I had begun the study with the desire to find a “secret sauce”
that leads to success in this complex task of leading change, I quickly abandoned that
desire and trusted that God would bring about helpful information that will encourage
leaders who have a variety of strengths/weaknesses, passions/callings, and levels of
experience in leading change.
I was humbled and honored to spend time with these leaders and their leadership
teams as I was given a front-row seat to bold innovations that were often made by a series
of simple, faithful decisions that God blessed in incredible ways.
I was somewhat surprised at the universal humility that was clearly evident in
these leaders and their teams. All have done something that few of their peers do
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effectively (lead effective change at a large level), yet all were quicker to critique their
own shortcomings than to set themselves up as examples by which others should follow.
This action is not a false humility or a lack of confidence but rather a recognition that
change leadership is hard work, and sometimes the best efforts fall short. This high level
of humility was both unexpected and refreshing.
Recommendations
This project sought to identify the core characteristics of Lead Pastors who lead
effective disruptive innovation in their congregations. While many characteristics and
several themes were discovered (Appendix F), this study could be greatly enhanced by
another study that focuses on MCCI churches that failed to make the changes needed in
order to enter a new lifecycle of fruitfulness. Admittedly, this study will be difficult to
execute because leaders are much more eager to be studied as examples of success versus
examples of struggle, but the research would provide a useful comparison and contrast to
this work.
The open-ended nature of the Focus Groups and Interviews provided the most
valuable data in this study. While the Questionnaire was also valuable, the other two
instruments allowed me to best understand the beautiful complexity and diversity of
leadership success that I was observing.
Postscript
Eddie Vedder of the grunge band Pearl Jam sings a famous song entitled “Yellow
Ledbetter.” This song provides an interesting illustration of the challenges of change as
the lyrics are continually changing. When singing this song, Vedder mumbles and
changes words on a regular basis, so there are no official lyrics for the song. However,
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there is one line that is repeated in every performance of Yellow Ledbetter: “Oh, I said, ‘I
don't, I don't know whether I was the boxer or the bag.’”
This phrase is an excellent summary of the emotions felt by leaders of disruptive
innovation. Using Vedder’s metaphor of a boxer who is training with a punching bag,
they wish to see themselves as the boxer, the one who is delivering the punches to the
status quo that will bring growth and health. However, the pains of making change are
often significant and may seem at times that the innovator is now the one receiving
punches (the bag) instead of delivering the punches. My prayer is that this work will
encourage faithful Lead Pastors to continually innovate, assuming the pains and risks
therein, knowing that they are following the lead of God, the Ultimate Innovator.
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APPENDIX A
DOCUMENTS FOR EXPERT REVIEW
December 8, 2018
Dear

:

I am pursuing the Doctor of Ministry at Asbury Theological Seminary, and I am
requesting your participation in my Expert Review Panel. My project is entitled
“Disruptive Innovation in the Church: Lead Pastors Qualities that Change the World.”
The purpose of the research was to identify the qualities within the Lead Pastor that
correlate with disruptive innovation within local multi-staff churches in the MCCI
(Missional Church Consultation Initiative).
For the purposes of this project, there are three researcher-designed instruments.
First, the Leading Change Questionnaire will collect quantitative and qualitative data.
The Lead Pastors from all qualifying MCCI churches will take this Questionnaire via
SurveyMonkey.com. I will then anonymously select five churches for deeper study, and I
will give the Questionnaire to three to six people who the Lead Pastor recommends who
were directly involved in the successful disruptive innovation. The first section
(Invitation to Participate) explains the study and includes one question, which is the
informed consent disclosure. The second section (Demographic Information) contains
seven closed-ended questions that collect relevant demographic information. The third
section (Information About Change) contains five closed-ended questions and two openended questions, all of which collect information about the disruptive innovation itself.
The closed-ended questions utilize a four-point Likert scale The fourth section (Pastor
Information) collects data about the Lead Pastor’s role in the innovation, using a four-
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point Likert scale (six questions), multiple choice (six questions) and ranking (three
questions that ask the participant to rank data that they selected on three of the previous
multiple choice questions).
Second, the Lead Pastor Core Characteristics Interview is a semi-structured
interview that will collect qualitative data. I interviewed the Lead Pastors (via Facebook
Messenger) from the five churches that I selected for deeper study. The Interview
included eight open-ended questions and up to three prompts. The semi-structured format
empowered the interviewer to ask relevant follow-up questions as needed to better
understand the Lead Pastor’s attitudes, behaviors, and characteristics, along with their
relationship to the effective disruptive innovation.
Third, the Lead Pastor Core Characteristics Key Staff/Ministry Leaders Focus
Group is a semi-structured focus group that will collect qualitative data. The protocol is
comprised of six open-ended questions that are similar to the questions from the Lead
Pastor Core Characteristics interview. Each of the five focus groups (one from each
church that was selected for deeper study) was comprised of between three and six
leaders who had taken the Questionnaire. I selected these people by asking the Lead
Pastor to name key leaders who were involved in the innovation.
As an expert in one of the supporting areas of my study, I am making a requester
to serve as one of the expert reviewers. Your responsibilities will include reviewing each
instrument and providing feedback using the attached evaluation forms.
Please refer to the attached documents:
1. Project description, purpose statement, research questions, and definition of
terms
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2. The three instruments (listed above)
3. Evaluation forms for expert review
I appreciate your consideration of this invitation. If you are willing to participate,
Please send a brief “yes” to this email. Please evaluate the three instruments using the
attached evaluation forms and return them to me via email
(jon.ferguson@asburyseminary.edu) by January 12, 2019. I greatly appreciate your
candid feedback that will help improve the data collection process. Thank you for your
generous assistance!

Sincerely,
Jon Ferguson
Project Description
Research Project Topic: Disruptive Innovation in the Church: Lead Pastors Qualities
that Change the World
Problem: Churches often struggle to change, especially when large-scale disruptive
innovation is needed. This type of innovation requires much from the Lead Pastor, who
may or may not be well-equipped to lead disruptive innovation. However, it cannot
succeed without effective leadership from her/him.
Project: This research seeks to better understand the attitudes, behaviors and
characteristics of Lead Pastors who lead effective disruptive innovations in their
congregations. It studies only multi- ministry staff churches who have participated in the
Missional Church Consultation Initiative, a consulting and coaching initiative created and
operated by the West Ohio Conference of the United Methodist Church. Each church is
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required to have implemented a change that resulted in at least twenty percent of growth
over a three year period of time.
Purpose Statement: The purpose of the research was to identify the qualities within the
Lead Pastor that correlate with disruptive innovation within local multi-staff churches in
the MCCI (Missional Church Consultation Initiative).
Research Questions:
1. What are the attitudes of the Lead Pastor that positively impact the disruptive
innovation within the church?
2. What are the behaviors of the Lead Pastor that positively impact the disruptive
innovation within the church?
3. What characteristics (behaviors and attitudes) of a Lead Pastor lead to successful
disruptive innovation within the church?
Definition of Key Terms:
1. Innovation: the implementation of an idea in the accomplishment of the mission
and work of an organization (Thompson 2).
2. Adaptive innovation: change that continues the way that something is done,
making slight modifications to bring ongoing improvement in an organization
3. Disruptive innovation: change that stops the way that something is done,
fundamentally interrupting an organization to empower it to make large-scale
improvement.
4. Lead Pastor: the positional and operational leader of the church
5. Multi-staff church: a church that has a full-time pastor and other paid ministry
staff (beyond facility care and administration)
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6. MCCI (Missional Church Consultation Initiative): a program developed and
directed by Rev. Sue Nilson Kibbey of the West Ohio Conference of the United
Methodist Church. This program provides strategic planning and leadership
development for churches who are seeking to find their next phase of new life and
growth (Nilson Kibbey)
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Instruments

Invitation to Participate
You are invited to be in a research study being done by Rev. Jon Ferguson from Asbury Theological Seminary.
You are invited because your church has participated in a successful disruptive innovation as a result of your
involvement in the Missional Church Consultation Initiative. This means that your church made changes that
resulted in one or more areas of ministry growing by at least twenty percent in a three year period, and you
were part of this powerful breakthrough of God’s work. Thank you for serving and for considering this
opportunity to allow others to learn from the success that your church has experienced!
If you agree to be in the study, you will be asked to complete an online survey that will take less than 15 minutes
and participate in a video chat interview (if you are a Lead Pastor) or focus group at your church (if you are not
the Lead Pastor). The Interview or Focus Group will each take no more than one hour.
If you are the Lead Pastor, Sue Nilson Kibbey has recommended you for this study. If you are not the Lead
Pastor, your Administrative Council or Board has approved your church’s participation in this study and your
Pastor has recommended you as a potential participant. If anyone else is given information about you, they will
not know your name. A number or initials will be used instead of your name. The video chat or focus group will be
recorded, and a research assistant will transcribe the recording.
If something makes you feel uncomfortable in any way while you are in the study, please tell Dr. Milton Lowe, Jon
Ferguson’s academic supervisor, who can be reached at milton.lowe@asburyseminary.edu. You can refuse to
respond to any or all of the questions, and you can withdraw from the process at any time. If you have any
questions about the research study please contact Jon Ferguson at jon.ferguson@asburyseminary.edu.
Your online consent means that you have read this or had it read to you, and that you want to be in the study. If
you do not want to be in the study, please close this browser window. Being in the study is up to you, and no one
will be angry if you do not participate if you change your mind later. You agree that you have been told about this
study and why it is being done and what to do.

1. I am willing to participate in this study.
Yes

No

Demographic Information

2. What is your age?
18 to 24

55 to 64

25 to 34

65 to 74

35 to 44

75 or older
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45 to 54

3. What is your gender?
Female
Male

4. What is your marital status?
Single
Married

5. What is your highest completed level of education?
Some High School
High School Diploma or Equivalent
Associate's Degree

Bachelor's Degree
Master's Degree
Doctorate Degree

6. How long have you been a follower of
Jesus?
Less than 2 years
At least 2 years but less
than 5 years At least 5
years but less than 10
years 10 years or more
At least 5 years but less than 10

7. How long have you attended this
church?

years 10 years or more

Less than 2 years
At least 2 years but less than 5 years

8. What is your role in the church? Please check all that apply.
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I am an unpaid servant (volunteer) in the ministry area where
growth occurred

I am the Pastor
None of the above

I serve on the SPRC/Board
I serve on the paid church staff

Information about Change
9. I believe that our church understood the reasons behind the change that took place.
Strongly Disagree

Disagree

Agree

Strongly Agree

10. The results of this change have made a positive impact on our church.
Strongly Disagree

Disagree

Agree

Strongly Agree

11. The Pastor was highly involved with leading this change.
Strongly Disagree

Disagree

Agree

Strongly Agree

12. The Pastor's direct involvement was helpful in the success of this change.
Strongly Disagree

Disagree

Agree

Strongly Agree

13. The Pastor's empowerment of others was essential to the success of this change.
Strongly Disagree

Disagree
Strongly Agree

Agree
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14. Name one thing that the Pastor did to help this change succeed.

15. Name one thing that you wish the Pastor would have done differently to help this change
succeed.

Ferguson 234

Pastor Information

16. Describe the Pastor's leadership style.
Very hands off

Empowering others to lead

Personally in the trenches with
other leaders

Very hands on

Proceeds with great caution
when leading change

Leads change often

17. How does the Pastor's feel about change?
Leads changes only when it
seems unavoidable

Typically relies on others to lead
change

18. Other people's opinions strongly influence the Pastor's decisions about change.
Strongly Disagree

Disagree

Agree

Strongly Agree

19. How confident is the Pastor in her/his ability to lead change?
Not very confident

Somewhat confident

Confident

confident

20. In your opinion, how healthy is your church's culture?
Not very healthy

Somewhat healthy

Healthy

Very healthy

Risk is often necessary

Bring it on!

21. How does the Pastor feel about risk?
Let's play it safe...

Risk is occasionally
necessary

Very
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22. Is the Pastor more of an administrative or visionary leader?
Highly administrative
Fairly balanced between administration and vision
Highly visionary

23. What category do most of the changes that the Pastor leads fall into?
Big, swing-for-the-fences ideas
Mid-sized, promising experiments
Continual, ongoing tweaks

24. When the Pastor leads a new change, the timing typically seems:
Too early
Too late
Just right

25. Which of the following things does the Pastor typically do to lead successful changes at your church?
Times changes appropriately

Gives clear directions to the team

Casts a clear vision

Stays out of the team's way

Ensures that the details are done with excellence

Challenges others to think

Builds the right team to lead

Understands the context

Other (please specify)
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26. Which of the following things does the Pastor believe that empower her/him to lead
successful changes at your church?
God has called the church to change

The change is worth the risk

This church is capable of successful change

The change is worth working hard to achieve

The Pastor is capable of leading successful change

The change will likely fail if God does not bring it about

Other (please specify)

27. Which of the following characteristics does the Pastor have that empower her/him to lead
successful chances at your church?
Positive attitude

Courageous

Trustworthy

Passionate

Hard working

Self-aware

Other (please specify)

Pastor Information

28. Arrange these things that the Pastor does in their order of importance as it relates to leading change.
Times changes appropriately
Casts a clear vision

Ensures that the details are done with excellence

Builds the right team to lead

Gives clear directions to the team

Stays out of the team's way

Challenges others to think
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Understands the context

[Insert text from Other]
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29. Arrange these things that the Pastor believes in their order of importance as it
relates to leading change.
God has called the church to change

This church is capable of successful change

The Pastor is capable of leading successful change

The change is worth the risk

The change is worth working hard to achieve

The change will likely fail if God does not bring it about

[Insert text from Other]

30. Arrange these characteristics of the Pastor in their order of importance as it relates to leading
change.
Positive attitude
Trustworthy

Hard working

Courageous

Passionate

Self-aware

[Insert text from Other]
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Lead Pastor Core Characteristics Interview (Protocol for semi-structured interview
that collects qualitative data from the Lead Pastor)
1. What things motivated you to lead this change?
2. What things made you hesitant when you were deciding to lead this change?
3. When you are thinking about leading a new change, what excites you?
4. What specific things did you do to lead those changes?
5. Are there things that your intentionally did not do that helped to bring about those
changes?
6. What are your greatest strengths in leading change?
7. What are your greatest weaknesses in leading change?
8. What questions have I not asked that I should have?
Prompts used during interview to stay within the boundaries of the interview:
1. Would you clarify that for me?
2. Please tell me more about that.
3. Why do you think that was the case?
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Lead Pastor Core Characteristics Key Staff/Ministry Leaders Focus Group
(Protocol for semi-structured focus group that collects qualitative data from Key Staff
and Ministry Leaders)
1. What things do you believe motivated your Pastor to lead this change?
2. What specific things did your Pastor do to lead those changes?
3. Are there things that your Pastor intentionally did not do that helped to bring
about those changes?
4. What are your Pastor’s greatest strengths in leading change?
5. What are your Pastor’s greatest weaknesses in leading change?
6. What questions have I not asked that I should have?
Prompts used during interview to stay within the boundaries of the interview:
1. Would you clarify that for me?
2. Please tell me more about that.
3. Why do you think that was the case?
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Evaluation: Leading Change Questionnaire
Questio

Neede

Not

n

d

Needed

1
Consent
2 Age
3 Gender
4 Marital
5
Educatio
n
6
Follower
of Jesus
7
Attended
church
8 Role in
church
9
Describe
change

Clear

Unclea
r

Suggestion to Clarify
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10
Positive
impact
11
Pastor
Involved
12
Pastor
empowe
r-ment
13 1
thing
Pastor
did
14 1
thing
wished
Pastor
did
15
Pastor
leadershi
p style
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16
Pastor
feel
about
change
17
Other
opinions
influenc
e Pastor

18 How
confiden
t
19
Admin
or
visionar
y
20
Healthy
culture
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21
Pastor
feel
about
risk
22
Category
of
change
23
Timing
of
change
24
Pastor
behavior
s
25
Pastor
beliefs
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26
Pastor
character
-istics
27
Arrange
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s
28
Arrange
beliefs
29
Arrange
character
-istics
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Evaluation: Lead Pastor Core Characteristics Interview
Question

Needed Not
Needed

1 What
motivated
you
2 What
made you
hesitant
3 What
excites you
4 What did
you do
5 What did
you not do
6 Greatest
strengths
7 Greatest
weaknesse
s
8
Questions

Clear

Unclea Suggestion to Clarify
r

Ferguson 247

I should
have asked

Prompt A
Clarify

Prompt B
Tell me
more
Prompt C
Why do
you think
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Evaluation: Lead Pastor Core Characteristics Key Staff/Ministry Leaders Focus
Group
Question

Needed Not
Needed

1
Motivators
for change
2 Specific
things
done
3 Specific
things not
done
4 Pastor’s
greatest
strengths
5 Pastor’s
greatest
weaknesse
s
6
Questions

Clea
r

Unclear

Suggestion to Clarify
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I should
have asked
Prompt A
Clarify

Prompt B
Tell me
more
Prompt C
Why do
you think
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APPENDIX B
LEADING CHANGE QUESTIONNAIRE
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APPENDIX C
LEAD PASTOR CORE CHARACTERISTICS INTERVIEW
(Protocol for semi-structured interview that collects qualitative data from the Lead
Pastor)
1. What motivated you to lead this change?
2. What made you hesitant when you were deciding to lead this change?
3. When you are thinking about leading a new change, what excites you?
4. What specific things did you do to lead those changes?
5. What things did you not do to promote change?
6. What are your personal strengths in leading change?
7. What are your personal weaknesses in leading change?
8. What questions have I not asked that I should have?
Prompts used during interview to stay within the boundaries of the interview:
1. Would you clarify that for me?
2. Please tell me more about that.
3. Why do you think that was the case?
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APPENDIX D
LEAD PASTOR CORE CHARACTERISTICS KEY STAFF/MINISTRY
LEADERS FOCUS GROUP
(Protocol for semi-structured focus group that collects qualitative data from Key Staff
and Ministry Leaders)
1. What do you believe motivated your Pastor to lead this change?
2. What did your Pastor do to lead those changes?
3. What did your Pastor not do to lead those changes?
4. What are your Pastor’s personal strengths in leading change?
5. What are your Pastor’s personal weaknesses in leading change?
6. What questions have I not asked that I should have?
Prompts used during interview to stay within the boundaries of the interview:
1. Would you clarify that for me?
2. Please tell me more about that.
3. Why do you think that was the case?
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APPENDIX E

INDIVIDUAL PARTICIPANT INFORMED CONSENT LETTER
Leading Change in the Church: Lead Pastors Qualities that Change the World
Initial Invite Email Content:
You are invited to be in a research study being done by Rev. Jon Ferguson from
Asbury Theological Seminary. The church where you attend has done something
exceptional: through your participation in the Missional Church Consultation Initiative,
your church made changes that resulted in one or more areas of ministry growing by at
least twenty percent in a three-year period, and you were part of this powerful
breakthrough of God’s work. Thank you for serving and for considering this opportunity
to allow others to learn from the success that your church has experienced!
Informed Consent Content (first question in the Questionnaire)
You may be wondering why you have been selected for this study. If you are the
Lead Pastor, Sue Nilson Kibbey has recommended you for this study. If you are not the
Lead Pastor, your Administrative Council or Board has approved your church’s
participation in this study and your Pastor has recommended you as a potential
participant. When others read the information that you share, they will not know your
name or the name of your church or Pastor. A number will be used instead of your
name. The video chat or focus group will be recorded, and a research assistant will
transcribe the recording.
If you agree to be in the study, you will be invited to complete an online survey
that will take less than 15 minutes and you may later be invited to participate in a video
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chat Interview (if you are a Lead Pastor) or Focus Group at your church (if you are not
the Lead Pastor). The Interview or Focus Group will each take no more than one hour.
Your will always have the option to adjust your commitment to this study. If
something makes you feel uncomfortable in any way while you are in the study, please
contact Dr. Milton Lowe, Jon Ferguson’s academic supervisor, at
milton.lowe@asburyseminary.edu. You may refuse to respond to any or all of the
questions, and you can withdraw from the process at any time. If you have any questions
about the research study please contact Jon Ferguson at
jon.ferguson@asburyseminary.edu.
Your online consent means that you have read this or had it read to you, and that
you want to be in the study. If you do not want to be in the study, please close this
browser window. Being in the study is up to you, and you may withdraw from the study
at any point if you change your mind later. You agree that you have been told about this
study and why it is being done and what to do.

___
(Virtual) Signature of Person Agreeing to be in the Study

Date Signed
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CHURCH INFORMED CONSENT LETTER
Leading Change in the Church: Lead Pastors Qualities that Change the World

Your church is invited to be in a research study being done by Rev. Jon Ferguson
from Asbury Theological Seminary. You are invited because your church has done
something exceptional: through your participation in the Missional Church Consultation
Initiative, you made changes that resulted in one or more areas of ministry growing by at
least twenty percent in a three-year period. You were part of this powerful breakthrough
of God’s work. Thank you for serving and for considering this opportunity to allow
others to learn from the success that your church has experienced!
If you agree to permit your church to participate in the study, the Lead Pastor and
up to six other relevant leaders that the Lead Pastor selects will be asked to complete an
online survey that will take less than 15 minutes. Additionally, the Lead Pastor may be
asked to participate in a video chat interview and the other leaders may be asked to
participate in a focus group held at the church. The Interview or Focus Group will each
take no more than one hour.
If anyone else is given information about your church and/or the participants, all
names will be withheld to ensure anonymity. All participants are free to refuse to respond
to any or all of the questions, and anyone can withdraw from the process at any time. If
you have any questions about the study, please contact Jon Ferguson at
jon.ferguson@asburyseminary.edu.
Your signature means that your Lead Pastor has approved the church’s
participation in this study, and the Administrative Council (or Board) has read this or had
it read to them, and a majority voted to give permission for your church to participate. If
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you do not want to be in the study, please inform Jon Ferguson. Thank you for your
consideration!

___
Signature of Board/Administrative Council Chair

Date Signed

___
Signature of Lead Pastor

Date Signed
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CONFIDENTIALITY AGREEMENT
I, __________________, will be assisting the researcher (Jon Ferguson) by
______________________(specific job description, e.g., being an interpreter/translator)
I agree to abide by the following guidelines regarding confidentiality:

1.

Hold in strictest confidence the identification of any individual(s) that may be
revealed during the course of performing research tasks throughout the
research process and after it is complete.

2.

Keep all the research information shared with me confidential by not
discussing or sharing the research information in any form or format (e.g.,
electronic files, recordings, transcripts) with anyone other than Jon Ferguson.

3.

Keep all research information in any form or format (e.g., electronic files,
recordings, transcripts) secure while it is in my possession (e.g., using a
password-protected computer).

4.

Return all research information in any form or format (e.g., electronic files,
recordings, transcripts) to Jon Ferguson when I have completed the research
tasks.

5.

After consulting with Jon Ferguson, erase or destroy all research information
in any form or format regarding this research project that is not returnable to
Jon Ferguson (e.g., information stored on computer hard drive) upon
completion of the research tasks.

(Print Name)

(Signature)

(Date)

Researcher

(Print Name)

(Signature)
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(Date)
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APPENDIX F
Categories and Themes from Focus Groups and Interviews
Theme: Call
Sense of call and personal alignment with the change
God has called the church to change
Ongoing practice of spiritual disciplines
Passionate
Sense of urgency
Theme: Ego Strength
Patient
Confident
The pastor is capable of leading successful change
Humble
Self-aware
Accepted that some people would not support the change
The change is worth the risk
Addressed conflict courageously
Courageous
Lowered anxiety in the system
Admits mistakes
Theme: Management
Manages financial resources effectively
Understands data before making a decision
Strategically directs the timing of change
Ensures that the details are done with excellence
The change is worth working hard to achieve
Theme: Team
Builds the right team to lead
Stays out of the team’s way
Listens to people outside the church
Listens to people inside the church
Trustworthy
Involves as many stakeholders as possible
Authentically cares about the people
Theme: Vision
Casts a clear vision
Positive attitude
Effectively fundraises to support the vision
Casts vision through effective preaching
Maintains a consistent vision
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Understands the context
Adjusts the vision when it is not confirmed by others
Innovative
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